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THE VALIDITY OF THE PETRINE TRADITION 
IN THE LIGHT OF MODERN RESEARCH 
INTRODUCTION 
The Problem.- "I supposed," writes Papias, "that things 
out of books would not be of such use to me as the 
utterances of a living voice which was still with us. 111 
New Testament research, particularly that pertaining 
to the four gc;>spels, has set for itself no less a task 
than the tracing of gospel origins, if not to some 
"living voice," at least to some original voice, whether 
it be the voice of Jesus himself, the voice of his im-
mediate followers, or the voice of the early Christian 
community. 
The so-called synoptic Problem was announced as 
virtually solved with the almost universal agreement 
that at least Mark's gospel and a source of discourse 
material commonly designated as Q (and perhap~ two 
other primary sources) 2 lay behind the gospels of 
Matthew and Luke. Contentment with the "solution" was 
1. Quoted by Eusebius, HE, iii, 39; the translation 
is by Moffatt, ILNT, p. 598. 
2. According to streeter's Four source ~pothesis (FG). 
A 
1 
short-lived, however, for investigation was soon to 
be pressed yet another step further. Taking up the 
challenge of J. Weiss, with h is assertion that Mark's 
gospel in itself constitutes the work of a "Sammler 
und Redaktor, 11 Biblical scholarship has renewed its 
activity with increasing enthusiasm, determined to 
arrive at sources which may more truly be regarded 
as ultimate. This activity has expressed itself in 
various movements. Certain critics, for example, have 
professed to discover the evidence that Mark's gospel 
rests indeed, as Weiss contended, upon previous 
written documents. Others, particularly those of the 
formgeschichtliche school, announce with equal con-
viction that the writer of the second gospel simply 
bas brought together a large number of isolated frag-
ments which the early Christian community found to 
be useful in the propagation of the new faith. Still 
others are content to concede that the author may or 
may not have received his material in some such man-
ner; but regardless of actual sources, he has thoroughly 
colored his writing with interpretation arising out 
of theological and dogmatic considerations, either 
his own or those of the community of which he was a 
2 
' I 
-~---
member. 
These movements in New Testament research create 
the problem at hand in that they all tend to contra-
diet, or at least in some measure threaten, the second-
century tradition that Mark wrote his gospel as a 
result of his association with Peter. Having served 
as Peter's "interpreter," Papias reports, Mark wrote 
down all that he remembered of what Peter had said 
1 
concerning the words and deeds of Jesus. 
The problem thus becomes acute. Does the Petrine 
tradition stand or fall before the theories of redac-
tion, written sources, isolated fragments, and inter-
pretation? Is the testimony of Papias to be supported 
and verified by the evidence, internal and external, 
or is it to be invalidated and supplanted by the 
various hypotheses of modern criticism? In short, is 
Mark the Petrine gospel tradition has claimed it to 
be, or is it the result of compilation, redaction, 
speculation, and even invention? 
The question concerning the validity of the 
Petrina tradition is still an open one. With regard 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. The complete testimony of papias will be found 
on pp. 25ff., together with an analysis of meaning. 
I 
I 
3 
to it recent scholarship bas by no means reached any 
satisfactory degree of unanimity. Some of the critics 
who see in Mark's gospel a large amount of Petrine 
influence include Moffatt, 1 Headlam, 2 Manson,3 E. Meyer,4 
Goguel,5 Scott,6 Clogg,7 and Lake. 8 Those who con-
tend that Petrine influence is small include Bacon,9 
Cadoux, 10 Branscomb, 11 Grant, 12 Rawlinson, 13 Guigne-
bert,14 and case. 15 Bacon, representing the latter 
group, writes: "We are leaving behind us the notion 
of a Mark composed by dictation of Peter, and begin-
ning to apply. the methods applied by the archaeologist 
to the tangled masses of masonry, one layer superim-
posed upon or incorporating another, which he encounters 
in his excavations. 1116 Case voices the same point of 
view concerning the gospel when he states that "an 
examination of its style and content does not bear out 
the supposition that it is an unadorned compilation of 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Moffatt, ILNT, p. 192f. Moffatt traces the in-
fluence through an Ur-Marcus. 
2. Headlam, LTJC, pp. lOff. 
3. Manson, TJ, pp. 23ff. 
4. Meyer, UAC. 
5. Goguel, INT, pp. 332ff. 
6. Scott, LNT, p. 59. 
7. Clogg, INT, pp. 204ff. 
8. Lake, INT. 
9. Bacon, GOM. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
Cadoux, SSG. 
Branscomb, GOM. 
Grant, GOG. 
Rawlinson, SM. 
Guignebert, Jesus. 
case, JNB. 
Bacon, GOM, p. viii. 
4 
: 
r 
excerpts from Peter's sermons. "1 In view of such 
differences of opinion, and particularly in view of 
such negative pronouncements, it can readily be seen 
that the problem of the validity of the Petrine tradi-
tion demands continued study and research. 
As shall presently be observed, a number of 
scholars have already given some consideration to the 
question which this dissertation involves. 2 Most of 
them, however, have approached it only from the point 
of view Which they themselves happen to hold. No one, 
as yet, has undertaken to gather together all of the 
many aspects of the problem, in order to arrive at a 
conclusion based upon all the facts. Since, as happens 
to be the case here, no single part of the evidence 
may be said to be completely decisive When taken alone, 
such a comprehensive survey of all the elements is 
absolutely essential, if a reliable verdict is to be 
given. In many cases where conclusive evidence is 
lacking, the cumulative effect produced by a large 
number of considerations may be more completely 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. case, JNB, p. 64. 
2. See the section on Previous Research, which 
appears later in this chapter. 
- --- - ===--=====--==--================:-::= 
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convincing. As matters now stand in the field of New 
Testament research, the validity of the Petrine 
tradition must be tested in this way. It is the 
problem of the present dissertation to bring together, 
and to converge upon the focal point of the Petrine 
tradition, the many lines of investigation which have 
any bearing upon it. 
Limitation of the Problem.- As is suggested in the 
wording of the subject given to this treatment, special 
consideration is devoted to the discoveries and view-
points of modern research. By modern research is 
meant particularly the work of Biblical scholarship 
since the period of the World war. As in many phases 
of human experience, that catastrophe marks in this 
field also a more or less definite break in the stream 
of investigation. With the establishing again of com-
parative peace and more normal living, however, New 
Testament criticism took up its work with renewed 
seriousness, with the result that new publications 
and pronouncements have appeared in great abundance. 
The d~voting of primary consideration to the 
work of modern research may well be justified. In 
6 
,, 
I 
, 
~--- - -~ ---
the first place, modern research does not ignore nor 
avoid the discoveries of earlier years. Those dis-
cernments, theories, and attitudes of the past which 
have proved to be of significance and value are incor-
porated in more recent work; in some cases they 
continue to dominate the field. Hence, a primary 
interest in that which is more nearly contemporary 
does not involve a neglect of that which has gone 
before. In the second place, modern criticism has 
advanced beyond that of the past, and it is obviously 
desirable to establish any undertaking upon discoveries 
and hypotheses which are most advanced, and which 
represent the highest stage of development. Finally, 
and most important of all, it is particularly the work 
of modern research that challenges the validity of the 
Petrine tradition. Earlier generations, it is true, 
have spoken of sources and of interpretation in the 
gospel of Mark, but not with such insistence nor with 
the support of such abundant (alleged) evidence as is 
to be found today. It is chiefly the modern emphasis 
upon sources, upon Formgeschichte, and upon the 
presence of interpretation in the gospel that has 
brought into serious question the truth of the Petrine 
:::- --
7 
8 
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tradition. 
Plan of Procedure.- The dissertation is divided into 
two main divisions. Part I is given the caption of 
"Primary Evidence" because it includes a discussion 
of that type of material which bears directly upon 
the problem and which tends either to prove or to dis-
prove the Petrine tradition itself. Chapter I opens 
the division with an account of the origin of the 
tradition. It includes a study of Papias' testimony, 
the precise meaning of his testimony, the transmission 
of the testimony, the reliability of Papias and of his 
source of information. Chapter II contains a survey 
of the tradition's early history. Chapter III is 
concerned with certain aspects of Mark's gospel. It 
contains various introductory matters which provide 
evidence, such as priority, date, authorship, original 
language, and provenance. It considers the place of 
Mark in the early Church, and seeks to determine its 
relationship to the gospel mentioned by Papias. Chapter 
IV deals with the fundamental problem of the relation-
ship of Peter to the author and the influence of Peter 
upon his gospel, as evidence is to be found in the 
,. 
I 
I' 
I 
,, 
II 
I' 
gospel itself, in the rest of the New Testament, and 
in ecclesiastical tradition generally. Chapter v 
summarizes the conclusions of Part I. 
part II is headed "Secondary EVidence, 11 not 
because the material is less significant (or secondary), 
but because, in a sense, it bears upon the problem 
somewhat indirectly. The Petrine tradition is not 
attacked directly and specifically, perhaps, whenever 
differing theories concerning the origin of the second 
gospel are propounded. But though the attack may be 
somewhat indirect (or secondary) it is none the less 
real. Alternatives are set up which demand solution. 
The greatest danger faced by the Petrine tradition is 
not that it shall be disproved, but rather that it 
shall be displaced. Many of the views advocated by 
modern criticism affect the problem in this way. They 
are set forth as contributions designed to explain the 
facts more adequately and more satisfactorily than the 
Petrine tradition explains them. 
Such a situation requires a careful study of the 
theories proposed. It must be seen Whether or not 
they carry a sufficient weight of evidence to demand 
support, and hence lead to the discard of the Petrina 
-=---='------ - - -
9 
II 
tradition. Thus Chapter VI deals with the theories 
that our second gospel was not an original composition, 
but was preceded by one or more earlier forms. The 
question of an Ur-Marcus arises here. Chapter VII 
includes a discussion of numerous contentions that the 
writer of the gospel used as sources a number of 
written documents. Chapter VIII is concerned with the 
ideas that Mark's gospel reflects the influence of 
interpretation. This includes the matter of Fauline 
influence. Chapter IX is given over to a study of 
Formgeschichte. Chapter X presents the conclusions 
arrived at in part II. Chapter XI, entitled "The 
Validity of the Petrine Tradition," reviews the 
argument from the beginning and states the total 
results of the dissertation. 
Such a division of material does not mean that 
all chapters are mutually exclusive. Formgeschichte 
(chapter IX), for example, deals with sources (chapter 
VII). The method of approach, however, is entirely 
distinct; hence a separate treatment is desired. 
Similarly, the study of Formgesch1chte involves the 
element of interpretation (chapter VIII) on the part 
of the early Christian community, for the method 
10 
employed by Formgeschichte emphasizes the influence of 
the primitive Church. For the purpose at hand, however, 
such examples of overlapping are not important, and 
differences of method justify separate treatment. 
Sources of Information.- Any consideration of the 
problems of New Testament criticism must be rooted 
primarily in the books of the New Testament itself. 
A study of the tradition relative to Mark's gospel 
must therefore find as its principal source of infor-
mation that document in the canon which is ascribed 
to Mark. Much use is made of the Greek text for the 
gospel, chiefly as it is presented by Westcott and 
Hort. 1 All of the quotations in the Greek consequently 
are taken from the Westcott and Hort text unless other-
wise specified. English translations, unless otherwise 
indicated, are given according to the American Revised 
version, edited by the American Revision committee in 
1901. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Taylor asserts that "we can assume the sub-
stantial accuracy of the Westcott and Hort text 
which needs modification in certain directions 
only, and that mainly as the result of evidence 
supplied by manuscripts discovered since 1881 
( FGT, p. 4). 
ll 
=----------==--=-____:__::-=------==----~--- -
--f----=--- ~- -
The statements of the earliest witnesses to the 
Petr1ne tradition must be located in various volumes. 
The testimony of Papias has been preserved chiefly 
by Eusebius in hie Ecclesiastical History. Where 
other translations are not mentioned, that by C.F. 
Cruse will be employed. Citations from the writings 
of the early Church Fathers are taken from The Ante-
Nicene Fathers, edited by Roberts and Donaldson (1886), 
and from Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers (Second Series), 
edited by Schaff and wace ( 1892). 
Since the present dissertation involves the con-
tribut1ons of modern New Testament research, references 
must frequently be made to the opinions and suggestions 
of a large number of recent critics and scholars. In-
formation has been derived from Commentaries, Intro-
ductions to the New Testament, Church Histories, Lives 
of Jesus, and books concerned with particular probl~ms 
in gospel criticism. Helpful also have been numerous 
essays and articles appearing in religious journals 
and similar publications. For all of these the 
bibliography at the end of the dissertation may be 
consulted. 
12 
Previous Research.- As has previously been stated, 
no recent scholar, to the knowledge of the present 
writer, has presented a thoroughly comprehensive 
and satisfactory treatment of the Petrine tradition 
in the light of the most modern New Testament research, 
taking into consideration all of the information and 
evidence now available. Perhaps the most extended 
study is that offered by Bacon in his book, The 
Gospel of Mark, published in 1925. Many of the con-
clusions reached by Bacon, however, are subject to 
considerable question. In attributing much of the 
material in the second gospel to the author's de-
pendence upon written sources, especially the docu-
ment Q, and in postulating the presence of extensive 
Pauline influence, he follows a course of procedure 
that is contrary to the total weight of evidence and 
is not s'upported by the majority of gospel students. 
Nor does Bacon indicate the effect which the hypo-
theses of the Formgeschichte movement have upon the 
validity of the Petrine tradition. 
All of the scholars, in their references to the 
tradition, either have presented opinions so general 
and so little supported by convincing evidence that 
l!.3 
--- ---
they fail to deserve acceptance, or else they have 
approached the problem only from the points of view 
Which they themselves happen to hold, failing to 
take into account the other important views and 
opinions and facts which have a significant bearing 
upon the matter. Since no single approach bas sue-
ceeded in providing evidence Which may be regarded 
as conclusive, a final decision must depend upon the 
total effect Which only a more comprehensive survey 
can bring forth. Consequently a review of previous 
research relative to the Petrine tradition cannot 
deal with works which are concerned With the Whole 
of this problem. References can be made only to this 
or that treatment which bears upon particular aspects 
of the problem. 
The analysis of the Papias testimony for the 
tradition has been discussed at considerable length 
by Bacon (The Gospel of Mark), and less fully by 
Moffatt (ILNT), Zahn (!NT), Goguel (INT), McNeile 
(ISNT), Montefiore (SG), Goodspeed (!NT), Manson (TJ), 
Wade (NTH), Lake (!NT), Headlam (LTJC), Rawlinson 
( SM), Branscomb ( GOM), and others. The testimony of 
other early witnesses to the tradition is examined by 
14 
Bacon (GOM), Streeter (FG), Moffatt (ILNT), Zahn (INT), 
and Holmes (LDJM), to mention only a few. 
The questions as to the priority of Mark, date, 
authorship, and other introductory problems, have 
received the attention of a large number of scholars. 
The priority of Mark, especially, is fully treated 
by Streeter in his Four Gospels, a work which Burkitt 
regards as 11 the most important book that has been 
written upon its august subject for half a generation. 111 
Views in opposition to the priority of Mark are 
offered by Jameson (OSG), Lockton (TTG and CAGS), 
and Crompton (SPNS). All Introductions to the New 
Testament and most of the Commentaries deal more or 
less thoroughly with matters of date and authorship. 
It may be stated, however, that especially interesting 
although generally unaccepted theories of date have 
been proposed by Torrey (OTG) and Holmes (LDJM). 
The ·question of the original language of Mark is 
also quite generally treated, with theories deviating 
from the more common view being offered by Couchoud 
(GML) and Torrey (following Resch, Abbott, Blase, 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Burkitt, RSFG, p. 278. 
Wellhausen, a nd Allen). The provenance of Mark is 
most fully argued by Bacon in his pamphlet, ~ Mark 
A Roman Gospel? 
A great many writers have concerned themselves 
with the problem of Peter's residence in the city of 
Rome. The most thorough investigation, however, 
has been conducted by Lietzmann. His conclusions 
have been published in his book Petrus und Paulus 
in Rom. The position accorded Peter in the New 
Testament is considered at length by Turner in two 
articles "st. Peter ·in the New Testament" and 
"St. Peter and st. paul in the New Testament and 
in the Early Church", although numerous others have 
devoted attention to this matter. 
Ur-Marcus theories have been proposed in several 
forms. The idea that Mark's gospel has undergone 
various stages of redaction and revision was advo-
cated in tpe past by such men as Reuss, Beyschlag, 
Wendt, and Huffmann. The important hypotheses more 
recently offered include the "Three stratum Theory" 
of Wendling (Ur-Marcus, 1905) and the two-stage 
theory of crum (st. Mark's Gospel, 1936). Other 
hypotheses are suggested by Williams (in sanday, SSP), 
16 
II 
Goguel (LM), Wade (NTH), and Bussmann (SS). In op-
position to Ur-Marcus theories streeter (FG) has 
dealt at great length with the alleged evidences of 
redaction and revision, and has rather convincingly 
concluded that other explanations of the phenomena 
are highly preferable. 
Theories of sources for Mark's gospel have 
arisen chiefly out of the proposals made by J. Weiss 
and Loisy. Bacon, in his Gospel of Mark, has pre-
sented a three-source hypothesis. Meyer (Ureprung 
und AnfMnge des Christentums) offers a two-source 
hypothesis, Cadoux (The sources of the Second Gospel) 
a three-source hypothesis, and Branscomb (The Gospel 
of Mark) an hypothesis of many sources. Separate 
sources are also advocated by Grant (The Growth of 
the Gospels), Wade (New Testament History), Taylor 
(The Formation of the Gospel Tradition), and Goguel 
(Introduction~ Nouveau Testament). 
various opinions have been expressed concerning 
the presence or absence of interpretation in the 
gospel of Mark. Wrede, in his Das Messiasgehe1mnis, 
has emphasized the influence of the author's theolog-
ical aim 1n presenting Jesus as Messiah. Meyer 
17 
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(Ursprung und Anf~~ des Christentums), Ropes (The 
Synoptic Gospels), Lake (Introduction to the NeW 
Testament), and especially Lightfoot (History and 
Interpretation in the Gospels), all likewise contend 
that Mark's theological purpose induced him to color 
his accounts with interpretative ideas in considerable 
degree. In a somewhat similar manner, Bacon (The 
Gospel of Mark) describes the interpretative influence 
of the author's "religious" aim, and Votaw (following 
,• Jlilicher, in his article "The Gospels and Contemporary 
Biographies") stresses the influence of Mark's desire 
to create propaganda. Drescher ( "nas Markusevangelium 
und seine Entstehung"), and in some measure Rawlinson 
(St. Mark), speak of interpretation due to the wish 
to provide a message of hope and encouragement for a 
Martyr-Church. Interpretation due to Pauline in-
fluence was emphasized by Baur and other members of 
the Ttlbingen School. Volkmar was especially insistent 
at this point. The idea has more recently been taken 
up and propounded by Bacon in The Beginnings of 
Gospel story, The Making of the New Testament, and 
The Gospel of Mark . The absence of pauline influence 
in Mark's gospel is strongly and persuasively argued 
18 
by Werner in Der Einfluss paulinischer Theologie 1m 
Markusevangelium. 
Gospel research employing the method of Form-
geschichte has been conducted by Dibelius in his 
Die Formgeschichte des ~~eliums and other writings, 
by Bultmann in Die Geschichte der synoptischen 
Tradition and elsewhere, by Albertz in Die synoptischen 
Streitgespr~che, by Bertram in Die Leidensgeschichte 
Jesu und der Christuskult, by Brun in Die Auferstehung 
Christi, and by Fiebig in Der Erz~hlungsstil der 
Evangelien. Schmidt's work in Die Rahmen der 
Geschichte Jesu is also related to the formgeschicht-
liche method. The most thorough consideration of 
the movement and its method has been offered by 
Fascher in his highly significant Die formgeschicht-
liche Methode. KBhler, in Das formgeschichtliche 
Problem des Neuen Testaments, has also discussed the 
method from a critical point of view. Among writers 
employing the English language must be mentioned 
especially Easton, with his The Gospel Before the 
Gospels, and Taylor, with his The Formation of the 
Gospel Tradition. Shorter treatments have come from 
Goguel, Grant, Cadbury, Cadoux, and others. 
19 
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PART I 
PRIMARY EVIDENCE 
20 
II 
I 
CHAPTER I: THE PETRINE TRADITION 
papias.- It must be recognized, at the very outset, 
that the Petrine tradition can be traced to the 
testimony of a period much earlier than in the case 
of any other gospel tradition. This in itself is a 
fact of the utmost significance. 
Definite statements concerning the origin of 
Mark's gospel are to be found in the writings of 
Papias, as preserved in the Ecclesiastical History 
1 
of EUsebius. Papia s, in the words of Bacon, was "the 
second-century defender of orthodox Interpretation of 
the Lord's Precepts against Gnostic perversion of 
their historic sense, champion also of strict Pales-
tinian eschatology against Hellenistic denial of the 
(bodily) resurrection and judgment. 112 According to 
Irenaeus he was 11 John' s hearer3 and the associate of 
Polyearp. 114 Eusebius states that Papia s knew the 
daughters of Philip, but none of the "holy apostles" 
- - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Eusebius, HE, iii, 39. 
2. Bacon, GOM, p . 22. 
3. For the identification of this "John" see pp. 44ff. 
4 "7: ' , ' ~ 1 ' c--. < ""' II • W ot.:YYO V .i:f,!Z. ""- I(Oli CTT~.S ' 0/\ 1.1 1< «6,.0 '11'0 1.1 O E E'T IIt.. l.f?O.S • 
Eusebius (~E, 11i, 3 ) t us quotes IrenaeJs, 
a dv • ha er. , V , 3 3 , 4 • 
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themselves. 
An ardent champion of Christianity, Papias served 
as bishop of Hierapolis in Phrygia during the first 
half of the second century. The information which he 
accumulated he sought to preserve in literary form. 
Eusebius writes: 11 There are said to be five books 2 of 
Papias, which bear the title 'Interpretation of our 
Lord's Declarations.' u3 Unfortunately, however, this 
work is no longer extant, and present-day knowledge 
of his writing is dependent largely upon the testimony 
of Eusebius, and in some small degree upon the witness 
of the De Boor fragment4 and of the Chronicle of 
Georgios Hamartolos.5 
The exact date for the writing of Papias is a 
matter of considerable controversy. Bartlett suggests 
1. Eusebius, iii, 39. 
2. Bacon believes that these "books" should, in 
modern terminology, more properly be called 
"chapters" (Bacon, MPE, p. 135). 
3. Eusebius, HE, iii, 39. 
4. The De Boor fragments, discovered in 1885, con-
stitute a seventh or eighth century epitome based 
on the fifth century Chronicle of Philip Sidetes, 
who, in turn, professes to reproduce a statement 
of papias relative to the death of the apostle 
John. See Moffatt, ILNT, p. 603f. 
5. Georgios Hamartolos (ninth century) also bases 
his information concerning the apostle John upon 
Papias. 
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the early date of 115 A.D., thus making it practically 
contemporary with the Epistle of Polycarp. In this 
Bartlett is influenced chiefly by the alleged relation-
ship between Papias and Polycarp as witnessed by 
Irenaeus. 1 Moffatt indicates a slightly later date 
as the terminus !! guo: "As Papias was an 'lJ..o..~ os C:::v# 
to Irenaeus, and as, on the other hand, he looked 
back to his connection with the oral tradition of the 
presbyters as an old episode when he composed his 
book, the date of that volume cannot be put much 
earlier than Q. A.D. 120."2 Hall contends that the 
terminus !! guo must be even later, relying upon the 
testimony of the De Boor fragment, which makes Papias 
refer to persons who "lived until Hadrian": "As 
monarchs are not spoken of in this way till after 
their death, Papias cannot, according to this, have 
written his work before 138."3 It is possible, how-
ever, that the De Boor fragment involves an error on 
the part of Philip Sidetes in attributing to Papias 
4 
a similar statement of Quadratus. Lightfoot, seeing 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Polycarp lived, however, until 155 A.D. 
2. Moffatt, ILNT, p. 185. 
3. Hall, Papias, p. 241. 
4. See Moffatt, ILNT, p. 185. 
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in Papias a polemic against teachings such as those 
of Marcion and Basilides, and arguing that defence 
cannot be placed before attack, insists that papias 
must have written 11 in his old age, 11 .!•!!• 130 - 140 
1 2 
A.D. McNeile offers the period of~· 140 A.D. 
3 4 
Bacon follows stanton in suggesting 140- 150 A.D. 
I Harnack is somewhat less precise, allowing any time 
5 
between 140 and 160 A.D., thus including the very 
6 
last years of Papias' life. 
Thus the proposed dates for the writing of 
Papias vary from 115 A.D. to 160 A.D. Taking into 
consideration the various arguments proposed, and 
the predominance of critical opinion which avoids 
either extreme, one cannot err greatly in assigning 
the work of Papias to the approximate period of 
135 - 150 A.D. "Fortunately a decade or so of 
7 
difference will not be of vital consequence." 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Lightfoot, Biblical Essays (1893), p. 64. On 
this point see Bacon, GOM, p. 35f. 
2. McNeile, INT. 
3. The Gospels ~ Historical Documents, vo1. 1, 
p. 52. 
4. :sacon, GOM, p. 35. 
5. See Harnack, Die Chronologie (1897), pp. 356ff. 
6. Boltzmann assigns the death of Papias to 161 -
163 A.D. (Einleitung in das N.T., p. 14). 
7. Bacon, GOM, P• 35. 
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The Testimony of Papias.- Eus'ebius quotes Fapias 
as follows: 
' " tJ , (' ; ,,, 1\A ; l:S.!£L ,_011 0 ~ 7ri)Eo-/3v r E..OOS E6E )"E 11' : qri!IJ I< OS 
" ( , 7r, r , ;; ., , r , 
.(.LE'Y A~-'<?2Y~uri.ssn;>ov f,E:"YOMer.os , ~ E&"Y~,u.ovevreY, 
;;- .I" T' ,, (, , > 'r- ' /'c ' " 
c&KOLB S E ~rF.. <y J ~ M 'Y'TOl. T~SE '- J ~ _m ~
r ~" " \ X~, ,,/ X.~~ , " ' ,, 
'Yf?l.I!I"'TO 'V '>l 1\( C7EY 'r~ )? o/"" C7fYTd:. • ~ Wt, ?/ISOVCT"'(:'Y 
"' K ,, r ,, T , r, 1"1 , " , , 
UJl..YP'-0'11 t O'IJ"rE 7rd:..O~I<OOO'UC7~CI"e."Y d:.V'TW t y 'T"EAO'Y 
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"This also the presbyter said: Niark, who 
bad been the interpreter of Peter, wrote down 
accurately, though not in order, all that he 
remembered of ' the things said or done by Christ. 
For he was neither a hearer of the Lord nor a 
follower of his, but afterwards, as I said, he 
followed Peter, who adapted his teachings to the 
needs, but not as one attempting to make a com-
pend of the Lord's words. So that Mark did not 
err in writing down thus some things as he re-
membered them. For he was concerned with one 
thing, neither to omit any of the things he bad 
heard, nor to falsify any of them. ••2 
Analysis of the Testimony.- A number of years ago 
Weiffenbach asserted 11 dass die Papias-Fragmente zu 
den best mieshandelten und k~ftigst missverstandenen 
Ueberb1eibseln des christlichen Alterthums gehBren. 11 3 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. The testimony is thus reproduced by Moffatt, 
ILNT, p. l.86f. 
2. The translation is my own. 
3. Weiffenbach, PF, p. 1. 
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At least it is true that the statement of Fapias has 
not always been interpreted in the same way. Opinions 
differ, for example, as to the extent to which the 
testimony is actually dependent upon the authority of 
the "presbyter." various meanings, also, have been 
given to particular words and phrases. Hence, al-
though Branscomb announces that the passage "is too 
brief, too isolated, and too enigmatic in some of 
its phrases to be very helpful, even if it be accepted 
without question, 111 nevertheless an analysis is both 
desirable and necessary in order to ascertain exactly 
how much significance may be ascribed to it. 
Goguel writes: 11 !1 taut distinguer dane ce frag-
ment de Papias deux elements: une premiere phrase 
qui va juequ'a ~ 1rf&.Xb~-vT~ est le temoignage du 
presbytre. Ce qui suit est le commentaire qu'en 
fait Papias. 112 :sacon,3 Moffatt,4 and Rawlineon,5 
among others, are inclined to agree. It may be true 
that the authority of the presbyter lies behind the 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Branscomb, GOM, p. x111. 
2. Goguel, INT, val. I, p. 124. 
3. Bacon, GOM, PP• 27-30. 
4. Moffatt, ILNT, p. 186. Moffatt says that 
quotation from the presbyter "may" end at 
close of the first sentence. 
5. Rawlinson, SM, p. xxvi. 
the 
the 
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first sentence only. That Which follows is largely 
repetition and expansion; and the use of the first 
person ("as I said") seems to point to Papias himself 
as the source. 
It is impossible to accept the suggestion1 
of McNeile that the words "though not in ordertt 
may also be ascribed to Papias himself, and 
not to the authority Whom he quotes. The evi-
dence against such a conclusion seems to be 
decisive: ( 1) In the Greek the phrase ou 16 : Y "T H r~§~ ~ lies in the central part of the pr~sbyter's 
sentence; its location bespeaks authenticity. 
(2) It is precisely this phrase which appears 
to call forth much of Papias ' own explanation; 
as a part of the presbyter's testimony it helps 
to account for what follows. Bacon character-
izes the su;gestion as due to "an excess of 
skepticism. 2 
Certain of the words and phrases employed by 
Papias require consideration. The first is that which 
~ , 
designates Mark as Peter's E.t48?Y ~u'T ~s. The usual 
translation for ~fiJA.rvrcv-rfs is "interpreter," but 
neither in the Greek nor in the English is the exact 
tl meaning of the term quite clear. By some it is taken 
in the sense of "translator." Goodspeed, for example, 
insists that Peter, during his activity in Rome, 3 
would find the services of a translator absolutely 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. McNeile, ISNT, P• 23. 
2. Bacon, GOM, p. 28. 
3. For a discussion of Peter's residence in Rome 
see chapter IV. 
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indispensable, for the Roman church was .a Greek church 
until the middle of the third century, and Peter was 
limited to the use of the Aramaic. Thus Mark was one 
who could understand Peter's Aramaic speech "and 
immediately translate it into Greek for his Roman 
hearers. 111 Montefiore, likewise, believes the term 
"must indicate a personal relationship. 112 It is his 
opinion that Mark translated orally into Greek the 
Aramaic discourses of Peter; then, at a later date, 
the evangelist wrote down the accounts as he remem-
bered them. The view presented by Manson is some-
what more general. Observing that the Syriac version 
of Eusebius suggests the English word "dragoman," 
this scholar concludes that Mark's position "was one 
which combined the duties of a private secretary and 
an aide-de-camp. n3 
A different opinion is suggested by Rawlinson, 
following the example of zahn. According to zahn, 
Peter required no interpreter in the ordinary sense 
of the term. Hence this expression on the part of 
Papias means simply that Mark, in writing his gospel, 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Goodspeed, INT, p. 133f. 
2. Montefiore, SG, vol. I, p. xxxvii. 
3. Manson, TJ, p. 23. 
,, 
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thereby became the means by which the teaching of 
Peter reached out beyond the sphere of Peter's own 
personal activity. 1 Taking up Zahn's idea, Rawlin-
son admits it to be "just possible" that Papiae 
meant only this: Mark, by his act of writing, "beeame 
the interpreter of the mind and point of view of st. 
Peter. 112 McNeile agrees that 11 interpreter11 is not 
to be understood as "translator" during the act of 
preaching. 3 
Thus two general points of view are held. Ac-
cording to the one, papias reports that Mark served 
I' 
1 as translator for Peter during the latter's ministry. 
According to the other, papias tells only that Mark 
presented to the world what he had learned from the 
< , 
apostle, and in this way became his e~tAf~Ev7r;.,:...· For-
tunately the significance of papias' statement does 
not depend upon a choice between the two meanings of 
the word. The supremely important element is included 
in both interpretations, namely, that the account 
which Mark gives rests upon the authority of Peter. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Zahn, INT, vol. II, p. 455. 
2. Rawlinson, SM, p. xxvi. 
3. McNeile, ISNT, p. 48. See also wade, NTH, 
p. 174. 
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II Whether or not the evangelist translated orally the 
preaching of the apostle during the latter's life-
time, in any case it was from the apostle that he re-
ceived his information. Upon this point the meaning 
of Papias cannot be questioned. 
In the above discussion it has been as-
sumed that, if Mark acted as translator for 
Peter, he would be rendering into Greek the 
apostle's Aramaic discourses. This is the 
opinion generally held. By some, however, it 
has been proposed that the Latin language was 
involved rather than the Greek. For a treat-
ment of this possibility see the section on 
the original language of Mark's gospel.l 
Another phrase which requires examination ap-
pears also in the first sentence of the testimony: 
o.;, y...~,....,..o(.. r~.§H • Does this criticism as to "order" 
J 
refer to chronological sequence, to style (in the 
sense of 11 orderliness") , or to something else? As 
Lake states, the expression in itself can mean either 
chronological order or correct literary composition. 2 
Bacon argues that Papias understood the presbyter to 
ref er to the former, 11 for it is chronological sequence 
only, and not style, which would be affected by the 
difference between being 'a follower of the Lord' and 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
I. See chapter III. 
2. Lake, INT, p. 23. 
~ 
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being 'afterwards a follower of Peter. 1111 But however 
Fapias may have understood the meaning of his author-
ity (the presbyter), a number of critics insist that 
the phrase must be interpreted otherwise. "Ce que 
l'on entend par 'ordre' n'est pas la chronologie • 
• • 
c' est la bonne distribution des matieres. 112 Wade 
admits as a possibility that the reference is to the 
matter of 11 studied arrangement. 113 Moffatt is con-
vinced that such is the case,4 as is also McNeile: 
"The expression refers principally to the fact that 
the evangelist did not arrange his material artificially, 
with a view to drawing out clearly the truths which 
he wanted to teach •• • • For st. Mark the impression 
conveyed by the deeds and works of the Lord related 
in any order would have been the same; they were 
severally evidences of the power of the son of God. u5 
" Wade suggests the further possibility that the ref-
erence is to the fact that, in the second gospel, 
examples of the works of Jesus (1 - 3) and examples 
of the teachings of Jesus (4:1-32) are grouped 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Bacon, r.MRG, p. 19. 
2. Loisy, i, 26; quoted by Moffatt, ILNT, p. 189. 
3. Wade, NTH, p. 175. 
4. Moffatt, ILNT, p. 188f. 
5. McNe11e, ISNT, p. 23. 
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together "instead of each instance being placed in 
the situation where it occurred."1 
A common hypothesis, related to the above, is 
that the criticism of Mark's order is due to the con-
trast which Papias perceived between this and other 
gospels. It is said that Papias 11 is here apologizing 
for the variation of Markan order from Matthean. 112 
It is also asserted, on the other hand, that the 
fourth gospel, not the first, is the norm according 
to which Mark is judged. 3 Headlam combines both 
opinions, believing that Papias was perhaps criticis-
ing Mark in contrast to both Matthew and John, - to 
Matthew's systematic report of Jesus' teachings, and 
to John's chronological framework for the Jewish 
4 
feasts. 
All of these proposals are concerned with the 
view held by Papias himself. Since it is through ~1m 
that the presbyter's tradition is expressed, this, of 
course, is important. There is some evidence, however, 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. wade, NTH, P• 175. 
2. Bacon, GOM, p. 28. Bacon devotes a number of 
pages to a support of this {GOM, pp. 40ff.). 
3. Moffatt, following Wernle, holds this view {ILNT, 
p. 190). 
4. Headlam, LTJC, p. 10. 
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that the meaning of the presbyter was not entirely 
the meaning which Papias conveys. It is well known 
that Papias was acquainted both with the gospel of 
Matthew and with the gospel of John, for he gives 
traditions concerning each. It is also known that 
Papias desired to defend his use of the gospel of 
Mark. It is therefore conceivable that his explana-
tion of Mark's order should be partly motivated by 
a recognition of certain contrasts between them. That 
such was true in the case of the presbyter is by no 
means certain. 1 As the presbyter's testimony stands 
in the first sentenee of the statement by Papias, 
there is little to indicate precisely what the presbyter 
himself meant. Perhaps the best understanding of the 
is to be found in the school 
of Formgeschichte. The reference to lack of order 
may well imply what schmidt (and others) mean when 
they say that the incidents and scenes in Mark's 
gospel are detached, appear to be joined together by 
artificial connectives, and are given settings of 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Bacon contends that the presbyter's criticism 
was "absolute," 1. e. not determined by any 
comparison with otner gospels. See Bacon, 
GOM, pp. 44ff. 
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time and place which seem to be due to the author 
1 
rather than to the tradition which he reports . This 
is what might be expected in the case of an author 
whose material consisted chiefly of information 
gleaned from the preaching of another. It may be, 
to some extent, that the matter of chronology is, 
indeed, involved in the presbyter's criticism, in 
so far as certain isolated incidents are concerned. 2 
It may be also that the presbyter regarded another 
gospel as having a preferable literary style. Usually, 
however, the simplest and most natural meaning is 
best. o{; 1!- ~-, ,.o c. ,.~Sf.<- may well refer to the frag-
/ 
mentary character of the gospel of Mark. 
This consideration of "order" has involved 
primarily the matter of what Papias said. How 
well the canonical gospel corresponds to the 
description of Papias is discussed in connection 
with an analysis of Mark's gospel. For this 
see pp. 125ff. 
1. See Schmidt, RGJ, pp. 90ff. Formgesch1chte, of 
course, employs this fact to support its own 
contentions. But the fact itself may be due to 
causes other than those which some of the advo-
cates of the formgeschichtliche method propose. 
The above reference is merely illustrative . 
Criticism of Formgeschichte follows at a later 
point (see chapter IX). 
2. Perhaps the "order" in the second gospel varied 
somewhat from that which the presbyter himself 
was inclined to follow. 
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An additional note may be made with regard 
to the detailed argumentation of Bacon, who dis-
tinguishes between (1) what the presbyter meant, 
(2) what Papias thought the presbyter meant, and (3) what Papias himself meant. (See Bacon, GOM, 
p. 28f., and pp. 40-49.) 
The Reliability of Eusebius.- Church History and 
Biblical Criticism alike owe an immense debt of grat-
itude to Eusebius of caesarea, whose death occurred 
in the year 339 A.D. He has been called the father 
of Church History. No small part of his significance 
lies in the fact that he has preserved in his works 
a large amount of material which he appropriated from 
documents no longer extant. Without Eusebius many of 
the traditions and writings of the earliest Christian 
centuries would be totally unknown. It is to hie 
everlasting credit that he reproduced much of the 
work of those who preceded him, and was careful to 
acknowledge the sources of his information. 
As has already been seen, it is through Eusebius 
that the Papias version of the Petrine tradition is 
known. The same 1s true 1n the case of other testimony 
to the tradition, as shall be observed in the next 
chapter. It is in order, therefore, to comment briefly 
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upon the matter of his reliability. Can his reports 
of earlier testimony be relied upon? 
Eusebius was a true historian in that he sought 
to be comprehensive and thorough. He not only, at 
times, restates in his own words what his predecessors 
had reported, but in many instances he quotes his 
authorities verbatim. This method obviously bespeaks 
the highest degree of integrity and reliability. 
Furthermore, it is possible to check his accuracy in 
many places by comparing his citations with the docu-
ments which he quotes (in cases where those documents 
still survive). The results of such comparison indi-
cate that Eusebius may be regarded as trustworthy. 
And since he proves himself to be reliable in quoting 
works which do survive, it follows as a reasonable 
assumption that he may be similarly relied upon in 
1 his references to works which have not survived. 
There are no reasons to doubt that the transmission 
of the Papias testimony by Eusebius is accurate. 
The Reliability of Papias.- It has been seen that 
1. See streeter, FG, p. 17. 
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Papiae, at an early date, gives expression to the 
Petrine tradition. Hie testimony is not to be denied. 
It has further been seen that Eusebius undoubtedly 
has given an accurate account of the Papias report. 
The question immediately arises, however: How reliable 
is Papiae as a witness to this (or any) tradition? 
As if anticipating attacks upon his reliability, 
Papias writes as follows: 
"Nor shall I hesitate, along with my own 
interpretations, to set down for thee whatso-
ever I learnt with care and remembered (or re-
counted) with care from the elders, guaranteeing 
its truth. For, unlike the many, I did not 
tske pleasure in those who have much to say, 
but in those who teach what is true; not in those 
Who recall foreign commandments, but in those 
who recall the commandments given by the Lord to 
faith and reaching us from the truth itself. 
Furthermore, if any one chanced to arrive who 
had been real]y ( K~' ) a follower of the elders, 
I would inquire as to the sayings of the elders -
as to What Andrew or Peter said, or Philip, or 
Thomas or James, or John or Matthew or any other 
of the Lord's disciples, also as to what Aristion 
and the presbyter John, the Lord's disciples, 
say. For I supposed that things out of books 
would not be of such use to me as the utterances 
of a living voice which was still with us."l 
In these words Papias vouches for the fact that 
his information was learned "with care", was remembered 
- - - - - - - - - -
1. Eueebius, HE, iii, 39; the translation is by 
Moffatt, ILNT, p. 598. 
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(recounted) "with care, 11 and was gleaned from those 
sources which could be depended upon as relatively 
trustworthy. Papias entered upon his work conscien-
tiously and critically. 
The earliest extant criticism of Papiae' reli-
ability is found in Eusebius: 
"T~e same historian also gives other ac-
counts, which he says he adds as received by 
him from unwritten tradition, likewise eertain 
strange parables of our Lord, and of his doetrine, 
and some other matters rather too fabulous. In 
these he says there would be a certain millenium 
after the resurrection, and that there would be 
a corporeal reign of Christ on this very earth; 
Which things he appears to have imagined, as if 
they were authorized by the apostolic narrations, 
not understanding correctly those matters which 
they propounded myetieally in their representa-
tions. For he was very limited in hie compre-
hension, as is evident from his discourses."2 
Concerning the charge that Papias was 11 very 
limited in his comprehension," it may be said that 
Eusebius himself is not altogether certain of this; 
nor is he consistent in hie estimation; for at another 
point he describes the bishop of Hierapolie as "a man 
well ekilled · in a;tl manner of learning. 113 Hie 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- -
1. Such as the "wonderful events" which he learned 
from the daughters of Philip. 
2. Eusebius, HE, 1ii, 39. 
3. Eusebiue, HE, iii, 36. This excerpt is sometimes 
regarded as an interpolation. See Hall, Papias, 
P• 107 • 
- -
I 
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condemnation seems to be founded upon the belief that 
Papias was unduly influenced by tendencies current in 
his time. It is true that Papias does emphasize · the 
miraculous element, and also defends the chiliastic 
ideas of his day. This, however, does not necessitate 
the conclusion that he is an unreliable witness. In 
view of his avowed desire to seek information from 
others, and to be true to those sources, the short-
comings in his testimony are not necessarily his own, 
but rather those of his informers (who, in many eases, 
undoubtedly employed a less objective method, and 
were thus more seriously influenced by contemporary 
speculation). Hence, the charge brought by Eusebius1 
provides but little real evidence of Papias' unreli-
ability; responsibility for errors and misrepresenta-
tions must be traced to the sources which he employs. 
Eusebius himself implies as much; for, in mentioning 
the statements of Papias to Which he objects, he admits 
that these things Papias "says he adds as received by 
him from unwritten tradition."2 Papias may yet be 
vindicated as reporting accurately what he heard, even 
1. See also Bacon, MONT, p. 26. 
2. Eusebius, HE, iii, 39. 
though that which he heard may in some cases smack of 
error. As already stated, the greater responsibility 
rests upon hie source of in~ormation. With regard to 
the Petrine tradition that source is indicated. 1 
"The comment~ of Eusebius in introducing 
the quotations of Papiae are characteristi~ of 
the change that had come over the Church since 
the post-apostolic period. That Papias was not 
to be regarded as a man of small power simply 
because he held chiliaetic ideas is sufficiently 
refuted by the fact that Justin Martyr falls 
but little behind Papiae in extravagance of 
expression. "2 
A further charge against the trustworthiness of 
Papias - a charge which also ascribes ulterior motives 
to him - is that his testimony arises out of a desire 
to justify his use of the second gospe1. 3 It is 
claimed that because of this motive Papias is simply 
inventing. "Markus soll ale einwandfreier zeuge der 
apostolischen Uberlieferung hingestellt werden. Darum 
wird er zum Begleiter dee Petrus gemacht, und darum 
wird behauptet, er habe dessen Predigt niedergeechrieben 
und sei nur darauf bedacht gewesen, sich genau an die 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. For the identification of that source, and for 
the reliability of the same, see the following 
section. 
2. Ayer, SBACH, p. 25. 
3. Concerning the alleged disregard of Mark's gospel 
in the second c.entury see pages 12lff. 
---
---
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Worte des Petrus zu binden. 111 So far as actual 
knowledge is concerned, it may be said 11dass Papias 
von der Entstehung des Markusevangeliums gerade soviel 
gewusst hat wie sein Gewtihrsmann, d.h. nichts. u2 But 
even if it be true that Papias had a motive for giving 
his testimony concerning Mark, it does not follow that 
his statement is therefore false. It must be noted 
that his defense, if such it is,3 rests not upon any 
opinion originating with him, but rather upon the 
tradition of one whom he regards as authoritative. 
Furthermore, there is no reason to condemn any state-
ment as false simply because the one who presented 
it had some purpose for doing so. The question of 
motive provides no real evidence either for or against 
the reliability of Papias. 
The general question of Papias' reliability 
also brings into consideration his trustworthi-
ness in reporting traditions other than the 
Petrine. Does Papias show himself to be an 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Drescher, MSE, p. 247. 
2. Ibid., P• 247. 
3. It cannot be proved that his statement is due 
solely to a desire to defend this gospel. Im-
mediately following his testimony concerning 
Mark is a similar statement concerning Matthew, 
a gospel which was highly regarded in the 
second century and Which required no defense of 
its authority. 
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accurate reporter, for example, in his statements 
concerning Matthew and John? 
(a) Papias writes: "so then Matthew composed 
the Logia in the Hebrew language, and every one 
interpreted them as be was able."l Unfortunately 
New Testament criticism has reached no satisfactory 
conclusion at this point. If Papias refers to a 
document similar to Q (as advocated by McGiffert, 
Burton, Allen, Peake, Stanton, Easton, and Moffatt), 
then his accuracy may be vindicated. If Papias 
has in mind, on the other hand, the canonical 
gospel of Matthew (as Bacon so strongly insists), 
then it must be admitted that he errs, for the 
first gospel is not the work of an apostle, nor 
is it likely that it is the translation of an 
Aramaic (called "Hebrew" by Papias) original.2 
Since it has not yet been ascertaiDed just what 
document Papias does have in mind,j it is not 
possible to make a definite pronouncement upon 
his reliability here. It should be noted, ho~ever, 
that even if he is thought to be mistaken in his 
statement regarding Matthew, his previous state-
ment Goncerning Mark is referred to a definike 
source (the presbyter), Whereas this is not; 
hence, the two statements do not necessarily 
fall in the same class, and the possible error 
in the one statement cannot be said to argue for 
the probability of unreliability in the case of 
the other. 
(b) The Chronicle of Georgios Hamartolos, 
and the DeBoer fragment (which contains an epitome 
of the Chronicle of Philip Sidetes), both report 
Papias as testifying to the early martyrdom of 
the apostle John. In view of evidence for the 
1. Eusebius, iii, 39; the translation is by Moffatt, 
ILNT, p. 187. 
2. See the section on the original language of Mark 
in chapter II I. 
3. Goodspeed thinks Papias refers to "the original 
Oral Gospel" of Matthew, thus explaining "and every 
one interpreted them as he was able"( INT, p. 129f.). 
4. Bacon argues that the tradition Which Pap1as 
received from the presbyter concerned Mark alone; 
Papias had no such tradition With regard to 
Matthew (MONT, p. 132 and GOM, PP• 23ff.). 
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lengthy Ephesian residence of that apostle, it 
may be held that in this account Papias shows 
himself not to be a trustworthy authority. The 
error, however, if such it is, may more properly 
be attributed to those Who quote Papias than to 
Pap~as himself. Georgios Hamartolos is so incon-
sistent that he dates the apostle's life as late 
as the Emperor Nerva ( 96-98 A.D.) ·while at the 
same time quoting Papias as testifying to an 
earlier death. Furthermore, he represents Origen 
as recognizing John's martyrdom, while in reality 
that Father simply says that John's exile to 
Patmos and his sufferings there were in themselves 
sufficient martyrdom to fulfill the prophecy of 
Jesus (Mark 10:39). "The interpolator's care-
lessness in reporting Origen deprives his reference 
to Papias of all value in ifself as evidence of 
what Papias actually said." Similarly, the 
witness of the DeBoer fragment cannot be relied 
upon. This epitome of Philip, for example, makes 
Papias refer to John as "the divine"; but John 
was not thus designated until the fourth century. 
In addition to this, there is nothing to show 
that Philip (or the epitomizer) used Papias' book 
at first hand. Actually he seems to rely upon 
Eusebius for much of his evidence. He definitely 
mentions his use of Eusebius, and "the opening 
paragraph of the Papian passages in the DeBoer 
fragments is condensed almost literally from 
Eusebius, iii, 39, 1-5. • • • Another of the 
Papian sentences in the DeBoer fragments speaks 
of Papias' error regarding the millenium; that 
he is here using Eusebius is seen in his adding, 
as does Eusebius iii, 39, 13, that ~apias' error 
is the origin of that of Irenaeus." 
Altogether there is nothing to support the belief 
that Papias is an unreliable witness. Against the 
credibility of his testimony "sind keine gegrUndeten 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Beckwith, ~.Apocalypse of John (1922), p. 381. 
2. Ibid. ' p. ;.JU;.J 
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Zweifel zu erheben." Unless his witness concerning 
the Petrine tradition ean be discredited on other 
grounds, it must be accepted at its face value. 
The Reliability of Papias'Source of Information.- It 
has already been seen that the authenticity of the 
Petrine tradition, as stated by Papias, depends 
ultimately upon the reliability of Papiae' authority, 
the presbyter. Who was the presbyter? Did he live 
near enough to the period of Mark's composition to 
insure accurate knowledge of its origin? Was he in 
a position to know the facts concerning that origin? 
The identity of the presbyter has long been a 
matter of considerable speculation and controversy. 
Papias himself, in words already quoted, 2 names a 
"presbyter John" as one from whom he made inquiry: 
"Furthermore~ if any one chanced to arrive 
who had been really a follower of the elders, I 
would inquire as to the sayings of the elders -
as to what Andrew or Peter said, or Philip, or 
Thomas or James, or John or Matthew or any of 
the Lord's disciples, also as to what Aristion 
and the presbyter John, the Lord's disciples, 
say. "3 
1. Weiffenbach, PF, p. 25. 
2. Page 37. 
3. Eusebius, HE, iii, 39; quoted by Moffatt, ILNT, 
p. 598. 
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Among recent writers Wohlenberg is one who regards the 
presbyter John and the apostle John as the same person. 1 
As early as Eusebius, however, this identification has 
been challenged. The historian, after quoting Papias, 
adds: 
"Where it is also proper to observe the name 
of John is twice mentioned. The former of which 
he mentions with Peter and James and Matthew, and 
the other apostles; evidently meaning the evangelist. 
But in a separate point of his discourse, he ranks 
the other John, with Aristion before him. He 
distinguishes him plainly by the name of presby-
ter. So that it is here proved that the state-
ment of those is true, who assert there were 
two tombs in Ephesus, and that both are called 
John's even to this day."2 
It is true that Papias mentions two groups of per-
sons, each including the name of John. Whether the 
presbyter is also the apostle, or whether he is a dis-
tinct individual, it is obvious that in the mind of 
Papias he was a person of importance and authority. 
As such he could be expected to be in close contact 
with the affairs of the early Church and well informed 
concerning documents such as the gospel Whose origin 
he describes. 
1. Wohlenberg, EM, p. 23. 
2. Eusebius, HE, iii, 39. 
I 
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It is obvious that Eusebius believed the 
presbyter to be distinct from the apostle. The 
attempt has been made, however, to show that 
· the John of the second group is to be identified 
With the apostle of the first group. It is con-
tended that of the first group from Which Papias 
sought testimony all the members except John 
were deceased at the time of inquiry. This group 
consisted of apostles, among which the name of '· 
John must, of necessit~ fall. The second group 
consisted of those still living in Asia at the 
time of the inquiry, namely, Aristion and John. 
Thus, John the apostle, who lived until the close 
of the century, belongs to both groups. In order 
to add weight to this argument it is contended 
that the title ~ 7Tfl~~qvTEpos is merely one of 
honor, or of distfnct on,' since the apostles held 
a leading and an important position among the 
early churches. If this be true, then John the 
presbyter may be ealled "an invention of Eusebius, 
because the historian was the first to interpret 
the passage in Papias as witnessing to his existence~ 11 1 
On the other hand, there is considerable 
evidence that it was not the apostle to Whom Papias 
refers in his second group, but rather a separate 
and distinct individual. In the first place, 
attention is direeted to the second and third 
Epistles of John. The opening verses of these 
letters contain the following salutations: "The 
elder (or presbyter) unto the elect lady and her 
children. 11 2 "The elder (or presbyter) unto 
Gaius the beloved. 11 3 From these passages it 
appears that a John called the presbyter, as 
distinct from the apostle, was prominent in the 
early Church. It is of course pos~ible to assert, 
as already suggested, that ~ 7rfea-p~'Teeos was but 
a name sometimes applied to the apostle, or 
adopted by him, but it is strange that such a 
term should be used in preference to ~To~'To~os. 
A second reason for believing the presbyter 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. BeckWith, The Apocalypse of John, p. 363. 
2. II John 1.-
3. III Jol:m 1. 
:.it--
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to be distinct from the apostle involves the 
question of a textual error in the testimony of 
Papias. Several emendations have been suggested,l 
but perhaps the one enjoying most favor is that 
proposed by Larfield. It is his contention that 
the passage of Papias originally ended with the 
words o ~ -rov 'lw~Yrov_ ~~:..& 'T~~ }.E'r ov o- t..'lf, instead 
f ( "' ) II ' , Th o ~ 7ov ~~ &< o:.u~ ~t. €: oven • e error 
he attributes to/copyists f their abbreviations 
for Kup[ou and 'Iw:... -vro v . If this emendation is 
corredt, then Ar1st1on and John the presbyter 
were disciples of John the apostle rather than 
of Jesus. But the argument is somewhat fragile. 
At least it is by no means conclusive. 
Attention is also directed to the chrono-
logical question. The final word in the quota-
tion from Papias is A ~~ouo-t.-v, a verb in the 
present tense. Its us , it is argued, implies 
that Aristion and John the presbyter were living 
at the time when Papias wrote, and not only 
until the time of Papias; inquiry. By the time 
of the writing of Papias the apostle was no 
longer alive. Hence the presbyter could not 
have been that person. Unfortunately, however, 
the same difficulty pertains to the· presbyter. 
If he indeed was one of the followers of Jesus, 
it is no more probable that he should be living 
when Papias wrote than that the apostle John 
should have survived until that time. 
Evidence from the two tombs which Eusebius 
mentions as bearing the name of John is not 
significant, for many men bore that name. It is 
of course true that the two tombs may have been 
unusually prominent, thus indicating that the 
two men were outstanding during the years in 
which they lived. 
Altogether conclusive evidence is lacking. 
Among those who distinguish the presbyter from 
the apostle are Charles, Robinson, Harnack, 
Rawl1nson,3 Moffatt, Scott, Bacon, etc. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Beckwith, !he Apocalypse of John, p. 364f. 
2. See the discussion of date on pp~ff. 
3. See Rawlinson, SM, p. xxvi. 
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Bacon identifies the presbyter "with the John 
mentioned by Eusebius and Epiphanius midway in the 
succession of 'Elders' of the Jerusalem church 
6 Ill between A.D. 2 and 135. If this be true, as 
2 
seventh bishop of Jerusalem he would be an author-
itative source of information. 
This discussion regarding the identity of the 
presbyter has disclosed the fact that, however he 
may be considered, he was a figure who could be ex-
pected to be well informed. Furthermore, all of 
the evidence indicates that he was not chronolog-
ically removed from the time of the composition of 
Mark's gospel. All of the hypotheses of identity 
make him a leader whose activity covered the latter 
part of the first century. 3 Even if the Greek in 
the quotation from Papias is emended so as to make 
Aristion and the presbyter the disciples, not of 
Jesus, but of the apostle John, yet "Aristion and 
the Elder John are left as immediate followers of 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Bacon, MONT, p. 131. See also Bacon, GOM, p. 
39, and IMRG, p. 13. 
2. Eu·sebius lists fifteen bishops as having pre-
sided in Jerusalem up until the time of Jewish 
revolt under Hadrian (HE, iv, 5). 
3. For the date of Mark see chapter III. 
:I 
the Apostles -like Mark or Luke. That is to say, 
on any view, the statement of the Elder John as to 
the origin of Mark is the evidence of a contemporary. ul 
Moffatt insists that his explanation of Mark's origin 
"must have been in circulation by the end of the first 
century. 112 Thus, in so far as date is concerned, the 
presbyter may, with the greatest probability, be 
regarded as a reliable witness. 
The most serious attack upon the reliability of 
Papias' informant is indicated by Cadbury, who believes 
that many traditions rest more upon inference than 
upon accurate knowledge. This suggests the possibility 
that the presbyter, in reading the gospel of Mark, may 
simply have drawn the conclusion that the influence 
of Peter must account for its contents. Upon this 
point, however, the opinion of Lake is noteworthy. 
This writer is persuaded that anyone having only the 
New Testament documents before him would be likely to 
guess that Mark's source of information was Paul. 
"But no one ever did. Therefore, there is a pre-
sumption that on this point we have a remnant of real 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Streeter, FG, p. 18. 
2. Moffatt, ILNT, p. 187. 
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tradition, not of deduction, and neither the internal 
evidence nor the statements about Mark in other books, 
looked at in order to test the Petrine theory, gives 
any reason for doubt. 111 
No valid reasons have been proposed to cause 
question concerning the reliability of Papias' source 
of information. Instead, the evidence indicates 
that the presbyter, both because of his position in 
the church and because of his date, may be expected 
to have had accurate information as to the Petrine 
tradition. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Lake, !NT, p. 24f. 
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CHAPTER II: THE PETRINE TRADITION (CONTINUED) 
Although opinions differ as to the value that 
may be attached to the statements of writers who 
succeed Papias, it is nevertheless extremely signifi-
cant that the testimony of the following centuries 
is absolutely unanimous in support of the Petrine 
tradition. Not a single voice is raised in criticism 
or objection. Certain variations appear with regard 
to matters of detail, it is true; but, as shall be 
indicated presently, these variations only serve to 
give added credence to the fundamental element in 
the tradition. 
In this chapter particular attention is given 
to evidence discovered in the works of writers up to 
the time of Jerome. Statements of a later period 
are too far removed from the actual scene of events 
to suggest the likelihood of independent tradition, 
and hence to be of great importance. It must be 
stated, however, that the Petrine tradition continued 
to be accepted without question until comparatively 
recent times. Only in the nineteenth century were 
doubts raised as to its validity. For practically 
51 
seventeen centuries the origin of the gospel of Mark 
was understood to have taken place as the presbyter 
described it. 
Justin Martyr.- In 152 A.D. Justin Martyr (c. 100 -
c. 165) wrote hie Dialogue with Trypho. This treatise 
contains the following passage: 
"And when it is said that He changed the 
name of one of the apostles to Peter; and when 
it is written in the memoirs of Himl that this 
so happened, as well as that He changed the 
names of other two brothers, the sons of 
Zebedee, to Boanerges, which means sons of 
thunder: • • • "2 
In this excerpt Justin refers to a document which 
) / 
he names as "memoirs" or "memorabilia" (~7rJP'Y!f'<DY$,VI<rJ:.:r~ 
' " ) "' ~v1ov). If by ~vTov he means Jesus, his words have 
no bearing upon the present problem. More probably, 
however, the pronoun refers to Peter. It is true 
that elsewhere Justin speaks of "Memoirs that are 
called Gospels,"3 as though the reference is simply 
to reminiscences of Jesus. In the particular passage 
- ·- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Or ''him." The pronoun should probably not be 
capitalized. 
2. Dialogue with Trypho, cvi; Ante-Nicene Fathers, 
vol. I, p:-2'52. 
3. ~ol .• i, 66; Streeter, FG, p. 13. 
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just quoted, however, the context suggests that the 
"memoirs" are those of Peter, and today this is the 
1 interpretation generally accepted. 
Furthermore, while Justin does not specifically 
state that these memoirs of Peter are meant to refer 
to the gospel of Mark, there is strong evidence for 
believing this to be the case. He states that the 
memoirs, besides reporting the change of name to 
Peter, also give an account of the designation of 
Zebedee's sons as "Boanerges," sons of thunder. This 
latter account is to be found only in the second 
gospel (3:17). That Justin was acquainted with the 
gospel of Mark is also indicated by the fact that his 
immediate disciple, Tatian, knew it and made use of 
it in the writing of his 11 Diatesseron. 11 
Thus, while the testimony of Justin Martyr is 
not so specific as might be desired, it is probable 
that he accepted the Petrine tradition as true. His 
opinion is especially significant in that he himself 
lived in the city of Rome, where the gospel of Mark 
originated. 2 
-------------
1. See streeter, FG, p. 442 and p. 447. Also see 
Bacon, GOM, p. 276. 1 2. See the section _on the provenance of Mark, pp. l02ff. 
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The Muratorian Fragment.- In the Muratorian Fragment 
(c. 170 A.D.), Which contains a list of New Testament 
writings and an account of their origins, most of the 
part dealing with the gospel of Mark is unfortunately 
lacking. These words, however, remain: "quib~ tamen 
interfuit, et ita posuit." If quibus was originally 
aliquibus, refering to certain incidents in the life 
of Jesus, the meaning would be that although Mark 
was not an eye-witness of the life of Jesus, he was 
1 
nevertheless present on a few occasions. A number 
2 
of critics, on the other hand, believe that quibus 
tamen is from oTs ~' and probably refers to a previous 
colloquia Petri. In this case the passage originally 
dealt with the relationship between Mark and Peter, 
stating that Mark recorded what he had heard of Peter's 
discourses. 
Irenaeus.- Unmistakable testimony to the Petrine 
tradition is found in the words of Irenaeus (c. 130 -
c. 202): 
"Matthew produced hie Gospel written 
among the Hebrews in their own dialect, Whilst 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Moffatt, ILNT, P• 19lf. 
2. swete, Lightfoot, Chase, and Moffatt. 
___c___c:...._ - - - -
Peter and Paul proclaimed the gospel and founded 
the church at Rome. After the departure of 
these, Mark, the disciple and interpreter of 
Peter, also transmitted to ui in writing What 
had been preached by Peter." 
It is at once apparent that in content and wording 
the report of Irenaeus bears striking resemblances 
to that of Papias. By many, therefore, it is inferred 
that Irenaeus offers no new nor independent evidence 
for the tradition, but merely repeats what he had 
2 
found in the writings of Papias. Since it is true 
that the writings of Papias were known to Irenaeus, 
such a conclusion is plausible. On the other hand, 
scholars have too much overlooked the fact that 
Irenaeus also stood in close relationship to more 
original sources of information. As a boy he listened 
to Polycarp in Smyrna, and in his letter to Florinus 
he remarks that he could "tell also the very place 
where the blessed Polycarp was accustomed to sit and 
discourse; and also his entrances, his walks, the 
complexion of his life, and the form of his body, 
and his conversations with the people, and his familiar 
1. Adv. Haer., iii, 1; quoted by Eusebius, HE, 
v,-s.-
2. Bacon, GOM, P• 15; Streeter, FG, p. 19; 
Holmes, LDJM, p. 71. 
55 
II 
intercourse with John, as he was accustomed to tell, 
as also his familiarity with those that had seen 
1 
the Lord." He states also that he could "remember 
the evPnts of those times much better than those of 
2 
more recent occurrence." Thus Irenaeus himself 
traces the origin of at least some of his information 
to sources earlier than Papias. And since one of 
these sources is evidently the same John whom Papias 
3 
calls the presbyter, Irenaeus may be verifying 
Papias' report of the presbyter's statement rather 
than simply quoting him. At least the resemblances 
may be accounted for in this way. 
Another fact is also important. In the year 
177 A.D. Irenaeus resided and taught in the city of 
Rome, and in 191 A.D. he acted as mediator between 
Ephesus and Rome when the churches of Asia were 
excommunicated because of differences regarding 
the observance of Easter. "Accordingly we may be 
certain that what he says about the Gospels represents 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ---------
1. Quoted by Eusebius, HE, v, 20. 
2. Ibid., v, 20. 
3. It "is not impossible that Polycarp was alluding 
to John the Elder, though Irenaeus seems to have 
understood him to mean the Apostle John" 
~treeter, FG, p. 1~. 
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the official view at Rome and Ephesus at the time 
he wrote (c. 185). 111 In view of the Roman origin 
2 
of Mark's gospel the official attitude held in that 
city must be regarded as of extreme significance. 
Clement of Alexandria. - TWo passages in the writings 
of Clement of Alexandria (c. 155- c. 215) are 
concerned with the origin of Mark's gospel: 
(1) "The Gospel according to Mark had this 
occasion. As Peter had preached the word publicly 
at Rome, and declared the Gospel of the Spirit, 
many who were present requested that Mark, who 
had followed him for a long time and remembered 
his sayings, should write them out. And having 
composed the Gospel he gave it to those who 
had requested it. When Peter learned of this, 
he neither directly forbade nor encouraged it. 113 
(2) "And such a ray of godliness shone forth 
upon the minds of Peter's hearers, that they were 
not satisfied with the once hearing nr with the 
unwritten teaching of the divine proclamation, 
but with all manner of entreaties importuned 
Mark, to whom the Gospel is ascribed, he being 
the companion of Peter, that he would leave in 
writing a record of the teaching which had been 
delivered to them verbally, and did not let the 
man alone until they prevailed upon him; and so 
to them we owe the scripture called the 'Gospel 
of Mark'. On learning what had been done, through 
--------- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Streeter, FG, p. 8. 
2. see pp. 102ff. 
3. Clement of Alexandria, The Books of the Hypotyposes; 
Ante-Nicene Fathers, vo~II, p. SBo. Eusebius 
quotes the passage in HE, vi, 14. 
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the revelation of the Spirit, it is said that 
the Apostle was delighted with the enthusiasm 
of the men, and sanctione~ the composition for 
reading in the churches." 
-Both of these passages, as indicated, are given 
by Eusebius, who names the source of each as the 
sixth book of the Hypotyposes of Clement. It is to 
be noted, however, tha t in the former of the two 
excerpts Eusebius is quoting Clement directly, while 
in the latter he professes to give the substance of 
Clement's testimony, but in his own words. Variations 
which occur in the latter, therefore, mu st be attributed 
to Eusebius, and not to Clement. 2 These will be dis-
cussed in connection with the testimony of Eusebius.3 
concerning the fundamental element of the Petrine 
tradition (namely, that Mark wrote down what he had 
learned from Peter), Clement is at one with those who 
precede him. At two particular points, however, he 
adds details which previously have not appeared: (1) 
Mark wrote at the request of Peter's hearers; and (2) 
Peter learned of Mark's activity, but "neither directly 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Clement of Alexandria, quoted in Ante-Nicene 
Fathers, vol. II, p. 579. Eusebius gives the 
passage in HE, ii, 15. 
2 • see Bacon, GOM, p. 28 2. 
3· see page 62f. 
- - ""----~=---=--.:_---=---
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forbade nor encouraged it." The former of these. new 
features in the tradition raises no special question; 
since Mark seems to have been in Rome at about this 
time (II Timothy 4:11), what Clement reports is 
"exactly what we should have expected to occur. 111 
The second, however, is sometimes brought into contrast 
to the definite statement of Irenaeus, and the impli-
cation of Papias, that . Peter no longer lived at the 
time of Mark's undertaking. Moffatt, among others, 
accounts for this innovation in the tradition by 
assuming that it 11 is evidently the product of later 
reflection in the church, stimulated by a desire to 
claim spiritual authority and a Petrine guarantee 
for Mark's narrative. 112 If such be true, then the 
evidence offered by Clement may be largely discounted 
as unreliable. Zahn, however, insists that the alleged 
contradiction between Irenaeus and Cleme'nt actually 
does not exist. When the latter writes tha t Peter 
"neither directly forbade nor encouraged" Mark, the 
meaning is only that Mark began his work While Peter 
1. Streeter, FG, P• 497. 
2. Moffatt ILNT, p. 190. 
Clementrs variation as 
p. 282) • 
Bacon characterizes 
"inventive fancy" (GOM, 
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yet lived: "After a book has been composed and pub-
lished it is possible to commend or to blame the 
person responsible, but not to hinder ( Kw~~etv) or 
" II 1 encourage him ( 7TporB_ ii:7TE. rrf7eL ) • " The gospel may r , 
indeed have had its inception while Peter yet lived, 
and the apostle may have reacted to it as Clement 
indicates. 2 This by no means excludes the possibility 
that the completion and publication of the gospel 
occurred at a time subsequent to Peter's decease. The 
testimony of Clement is thus not necessarily irrec-
oncilable with that of Irenaeus. 
If this be the true interpretation, then the new 
elements introduced by Clement need not be explained 
as due merely to a desire, on the part of the early 
Church, increasingly to exaggerate the closeness of 
relationship between Peter and Mark. So long as 
variations are at least plausible, and so long as they 
do not run counter to the testimony of other witnesses, 
they may suggest the authority of a comparatively 
independent tradition, and hence , by their very devia-
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Zahn, INT, vol. II, p. 433. 
2. Bacon, on the other hand, characterizes the 
reported reaction of Peter as a 11 strange 
indifference 11 ( GOM, p. 282) • 
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tion, lend added support to the basic element in the 
general tradition. Clement's tradition was derived 
from "the oldest presbyters" (or "the elders from 
the beginning ") •1 The deviations make it less likely 
than in the case of Irenaeus, for example, that it 
came to him through Papias. At least it is not impos-
sible tha t Clement reflects a comparatively · indepen-
dent source of information. 
Tertullian. - In his treatise Against Marcion, Ter-
tullian (c. 160 - c. 230) speaks of Matthew and John 
as the two gospels written by apostles, and of Mark 
and Luke as those composed by companions of apostles. 
He writes: "that which Mark published may be affirmed 
2 to be Peter's whose interpreter Mark was. 11 
The significance of this testimony lies only 
in the fact that it indicates the uninterrupted 
acceptance of the Petrine tradition. 
Origen. - The statement of Origen (c. 185- c. 254) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Eusebius, HE, vi, 14. The language of Eusebius 
is rendered into English in both ways. 
2. Tertullian, fogainst Marcion, iv, 5; Ante-Nicene 
Fathers, vol. III, P• 350. 
- - - -
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concerning the gospel of Mark is found in his Com-
mentary on Matthew: 
"The second (Gospel) is by Mark, who I 
composed it according to the instructions of I 
Peter, who in his Catholic epistle acknowledged j 
him as a son, saying 'The Church that is at 
Babylon (Rome) elected together with you, 1 saluteth you, and so doth Marcus, my son.'" 
Eusebius. - It has already been seen how ex~ensively 
Eusebius (c. 260 - c. 340) quotes his predecessors 
in the Ecclesiastical History. He also writes in his 
Demonstratio EVangelica: 
"Though Peter did not undertake, through 
excess of diffidence, to write a Gospel, yet it 
had all along been currently reported, that Mark, 
Who had become his familiar acquaintance and 
attendant, made memoirs of the discourses of 
Peter concerning the doings of Jesus." "Mark 
indeed writes this, but it is Peter who so 
testifies about himself, for all that is in 
Mark are memoirs (or records) of the discourses 
of Peter. 112 
For the most part Eusebius here is in accord with 
the statements of others whom he quotes. He specif-
ically adds, however, that "all" of Mark's gospel is 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - -
1. Origen, commentary on Matthew; N1cene and Poet-
Nicene Fathers, vol. I, p. 273. The passage .IS 
quoted in Eusebius, HE, vi, 25. 
2. Eusebius, nemonstratio Evangel1ca, iii, 5; 
quoted by Farmer, 11 Gospel According to Mark", 
International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, 
VOl: III, p. 1990. 
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derived from the utterances of Peter. 
Another variation in the testimony of Eusebius 
is found in his reference to Clement of Alexandria, 
already quoted on page 57t. He changes Clement's 
remark that Peter "neither directly forbade nor 
encouraged" Mark's work, and writes, instead, that 
11 the Apostle was delighted, 11 and "sanctioned the 
composition for reading in the churches." Obviously 
Eusebius interprets Clement to mean that the gospel 
was completed and issued before Peter's "departure," 
--- -~t _63 
. although Zahn has demonstrated that such could hardly 
be Clement's meaning. 1 
Altogether, the distinctive features which 
Eusebius adds are merely his own inferences, and 
contribute nothing new to the tradition already 
established. He manifests, however, that the Petrine 
hypothesis continued to survive, and even develop, 
in ·his own day. 
Epiphanius of Constantia. - Epiphanius (c. 310- 403) 
' 
continues the tendency seen in Eusebius: 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. see page 59f. 
"But immediately after Matthew, Mark, 
having become a follower of the holy Peter in 
Rome, is entrusted with the putting forth of a 
gospel. Having completed his work he was sent 
by the hol¥.1Peter into the country of the Egyptians. 1 
Here Peter is definitely made to survive the 
publication of Mark's gospel. 
Jerome. - Three versions of the Petrine tradition are 
recorded by Jerome (c. 340- 420): 
( 1) "Mark the disciple and interpreter of 
Peter wrote a short gospel at the request of the 
brethren at Rome embodying what he had heard 
Peter tell. When Peter had heard this he approved 
it and published it to the churches to be read 
by his authority as Clemens in the sixth book 
of his Hypotyposes, ~nd Papias, bishop of 
Hierapolis, record." 
(2) "Then too the Gospel according to Mark, 
who was his disciple and interpreter, is ascribed 
to him" (Peter). 3 
(3) "Accordingly he had Titus as interpreter 
just as the blessed Peter had Mark, whose gospel 
was composed, Peter narrating and Mark writing."4 
In the last of these three passages the climax is 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Epiphanius, Against All Heresies, 41; quoted by 
Farmer, "Gospel According to Mark", International 
Standard Bible Encyclopedia, vol. III, p. 1990. 
2. Jerome, Lives of Illustrious Men, viii; Nicene and 
Post-Nicene Fathers, vol. III:-P. 361. ---
3. Jerome, Lives of Illustrious Men, i. 
4. Jerome, Ad HedTbiam, xi; quoted by Farmer, "Gospel 
According-to Mark~ International Standard Bible 
Encyclopedia, vol. III, P• 1990. 
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reached in the tendency, progressing steadily after 
Clement of Alexandria, to make Peter the virtual 
author of the second gospel. The book is said to 
be written at Peter's dictation. "But Jerome knew 
better, "1 as is shown in the preceding excerpts, Where 
he repeats the view of Eusebius. 
Summary.- Moffatt holds that "the unanimous tradition 
of the second and third centuries upon the connection 
of Mark, as the author of the gospel, with Peter, 
probably is little more than a prolonged echo of the 
Papias-tradition, combined with inferences, more or 
less fictitious, from I Peter 5:13. These later 
testimonies add little or nothing of independent 
historical value to the tradition." 2 That this ver-
diet is at least partly true cannot be denied. 
Irenaeus, and perhaps all of those who followed him, 
knew the writings of Papias; Eusebius and Jerome 
definitely refer to the Papias account. Furthermore, 
the language employed, especially by Irenaeus, is 
strikingly suggestive of the words of Papias. On the 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Streeter, FG, p. 561. 
2. Moffatt, ILNT, p. 190. 
-
----
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other hand, it has been demonstrated that Justin Martyr 
and Irenaeus, by virtue of their residence in Rome, 
the scene of the gospel's origin, were both in a 
position to receive independent and "official" informa-
tion. Irenaeus, also, through his association with 
Polycarp, was in direct line (apart from Papias) with 
the testimony of the presbyter. And While the varia-
tions in the statement of Clement of Alexandria may 
be due to the tendency, seen clearly after Eusebius, 
to identify Peter more and more closely with the 
composition of Mark, it is not impossible that these 
variations might also be indicative of an independent 
tradition that had reached him. After Clement there 
is no evidence that would suggest the possibility of 
independent information. The fact must not be over-
looked, however, that the verdict is absolutely 
unanimous. Not a single voice is raised in protest. 
There is a final consideration that bespeaks 
the essential validity of the tradition. Justin 
1 Martyr, as early as 152 A.D., quotes Mark's gospel, 
and refers to it as the "Memoirs of Peter." 2 Irenaeus 
1. Streeter accepts this meaning on the part of Justin, 
although he places the date at 155 A.D. (FG, p. 562). 
2. See page 52f. 
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had read Justin, and could hardly have failed to know 
that the second gospel was sometimes thus spoken of 
as Peter's. 1 Those who followed Irenaeus must have 
been familiar with the same fact. Yet, in spite of 
the unmistakable desire to attach the apostolic 
authority of Peter to Mark's composition, not one of 
them, from Irenaeus on, dared lay hold upon the very 
early comment of Justin and, accepting the natural 
implication of that comment, designate the gospel as 
Peter's own work. Only a tradition that was very 
old, very definite, and universally accepted, could 
have prevented the taking of such a step. Even 
Jerome ventured only to assert that the gospel grew 
out of Peter's dictation, and, as observed, he does 
not abide consistently by this assertion. Thus not 
only by what the early Church claimed, but also by 
what it refused to claim, is the validity of the 
Petr1ne tradition attested. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Streeter, FG, p. 562. 
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CHAPTER III: THE GOSPEL OF MARK 
The present chapter is concerned with numerous 
introductory problems which bear directly or indirectly 
upon the matter of the Petrine tradition. In some 
eases definite and fundamental aspects of the tradition 
are involved. Questions regarding date, authorship, 
and provenance, especially, are of immediate concern, 
for the tradition is specific at these points. In 
other cases the bearing upon the problem at hand is 
somewhat indirect; it is nevertheless important. As 
the chapter proceeds the effort will be made to clear 
the way for later discussion and to provide an under-
standing of those basic facts and assumptions upon 
Which any detailed treatment must rest. 
The Priority of Mark.- Burkitt, in 1906, wrote that 
"the relative priority of Mark is now accepted almost 
as an axiom by the great majority of scholars who 
occupy themselves with Gospel problems."1 Bacon, 
more recently, is even more decisive: "After a century 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Burkitt, GHT, P• 38. 
--
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of discussion1 gospel critics have arrived at one 
fixed point of agreement, the priority of Mark. 112 In 
view of such pronouncements it is clearly unnecessary 
to review all of the evidence that has been presented. 
A question that may be regarded as virtually solved 
no longer requires elaborate consideration. Streeter 
and others have summed up the arguments in an impressive 
fash1on. 3 
Although it is true, as just indicated, that "the 
priority of Mark to Matthew and Luke no longer re-
4 quires to be proved," any survey of modern New 
Testament research which pretends to be comprehensive 
must recognize that a few isolated voices have recently 
been raised in objection to this almost universal 
opinion of scholars. Jameson, in his Origin of the 
synoptic Gospels (1922), attempts to revive Zabn's 
earlier idea that a lost Hebrew (Aramaic) version of 
Matthew served as Mark's source. 
1. It is now just 103 years since the theory of 
Mark's priority was first introduced by Lach-
mann. Previous to 1835 the prevailing opinion 
had been that Matthew was the earliest gospel. 
See Burkitt, ESLJ, P• 38. 
2. Bacon, GOM, p. 3. 
3. Streeter, FG, pp. 157 - 169. 
4. Moffatt, ILNT, p. 180. 
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According to Zahn, Mark used this Aramaic 
Matthew. The more primitive and "awkward" ex-
pressions in Mark are due to the fact that Mark 
had an Aramaic document before him. Later, 
Matthew was translated into Greek. The trans-
lator, however, also possessed Mark; agreements 
in expression in Matthew and Mark are therefore 
explained as due to assimilation from Mark in 
the process of translation.l 
Thus the author of the second gospel becomes simply 
one who 11 at once abbreviates and embellishes the First 
Gospel. 112 
This is reminiscent of the view held by 
Augustine: "Mark follows him (Matthew) closely, 
and looks like his attendant and epitomizer. ''3 
Even earlier, of course, Irenaeus places Mat-
thew before Mark (see page 54f.). 
Lockton, in two volumes, The Three Traditions 
in the Q~els (1926) and Certain Alleged Gospel 
Sour~ (1927), likewise discards the idea of the 
priority of Mark, together with all thought of Q, 
M, and Proto-Luke. According to his opinion, Luke 
is the oldest gospel. Then follows Mark and, finally, 
Matthew. Three lines of tradition are distinguished, -
the Petrine, the Jakobean, and the Johannine, the 
second being superior to the others. The gospel of 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Zahn, !NT, vol. II, PP• 601 - 612. 
2. Jameson, OSG, p. 6. 
3. Augustine, Harmony of the Gospels, I, ii, 4; 
Ni~ and Post-Nicene Fathers, vi, p. 78. 
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Luke is based upon the Petrine and Jakobean traditions; 
Mark draws upon all three; Matthew is a further develop- · 
ment of Mark, and includes the addition of more 
Jacobean material and some material from other sources. 
In the early Church Clement of Alexandria 
thought that Luke (and also Matthew~ preceded 
Mark. He says of the gospels that 'those which 
contain the genealogies were written first."l 
A final departure from the usual view is advo-
cated by Crompton in a book called The Synoptic 
Proble~ and~ New Solution (1928). This writer, 
believing the synoptic gospels to be the product, 
not of evolution and growth, but rather of "devolu-
tion and corruption," 2 reverts to the idea of a 
complete "Pre-Synoptic Gospel." At a single stroke 
all that scholarship has learned concerning sources 
is cast aside. The theory has received no support, 
and the writer's hope that "the New Solution should 
turn upside down all the old ideas about the Gospel 113 
is not likely to be realized. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Eusebius; HE, vi, 14. For an explanation of 
this "curious 'tradition"' see Streeter, FG, 
p. 561. 
2. Crompton, SPijS, p. 130. 
3. Ibid., p. 130. 
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None of these theories carries sufficient weight 
even to threaten the idea of Mark's priority. They 
have been briefly mentioned only because they repre-
sent definite, even though relatively unimportant 
aspects of recent New Testament research. 
The matter of the priority of Mark is naturally 
of fundamental importance in so far as the Petrine 
tradition is concerned. The recognized relation-
ships between Matthew, Mark, and Luke, Which create 
the so-called Synoptic Problem, make it apparent 
that if the second gospel were not the first of the 
three to have been written, then the Petrine tradi-
tion must be held to be erroneous, for in that event 
the author of Mark obviously derived his material 
from sources other than Peter himself. To deny the 
priority of Mark is to make the author dependent 
upon Matthew, upon Luke, or upon y·et another source 
common to all; any one of these procedures would 
immediately invalidate the tradition of his direct 
1 dependence upon Peter. Conversely, the recognition 
- - - - - - - - - - - -
1. The theory of an Ur-Marcus might conceivably 
involve an exception, but this theory is not 
generally held. See chapter VI. 
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of Mark's priority at least makes possible an accept-
ance of the Petrine tradition, although it by no 
means proves the tradition's validity. 
The Date of Mark.- Present day criticism presents a 
rather wide variety of opinions with regard to the 
dating of the second gospel. It is true that the 
second century date advocated by Baur, Keirn, and 
KBstlin no longer enjoys critical favor. Apparently, 
also, no attempt is being made to place the composi-
tion of the gospel before 39 or 40 A.D. This 
restriction, however, leaves a period of approximately 
half a century, to various parts of Which the origin 
of Mark has been ascribed. 
One of the most important advocates of an 
extremely early date is Professor Torrey of Yale. 
It is his contention that Mark could have been written 
neither before nor after the year 39 - 40 A.D. His 
judgment is based upon two particular considerations. 
One of these arises out of his belief that the gospel 
originally appeared in Aramaic form. 1 An Aramaic 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. For a discussion of the original language of 
Mark see the later section in this chapter. 
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gospel, he argues, must have been prepared in the 
midst of an Aramaic-speaking Church such as existed 
in Palestine before 42 A.D. It must have been written 
before 42 A.D. because at that time the Jerusalem 
Church was disorganized and scattered by the perse-
cution of Agrippa I. OVer against this view may be 
placed the assertion of Bacon that "an Aramaic original 
by no means necessarily proves an early date. In 
reality such fragments as we actually possess of un-
canonical Aramaic gospels prove beyond question that 
they are secondary to and dependent upon our own 
canonical Greek Gospels."1 Nor is the theory of an 
original Aramaic Mark generally accepted by the 
majority of New Testament critics today, as shall 
later be observed. 
A second consideration determining Torrey's view 
arises out of his interpretation of Mark 13. This 
"Doom-chapter," according to him, is an integral part 
of the gospel, and is not, as many believe, an "Apoc-
alyptic Leaflet" or Flugblatt which the author pos-
sessed and incorporated in his compos1tion. 2 Such a 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Bacon, GOM, p. 58. 
2. The use of such a leaflet by Mark is considered 
more fully in chapter VII. 
- - -
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chapter could have been written only in the year 39 -
40 A.D., for at that time Christians and Jews alike 
were horrified at the idea of the threatened desecra-
tion of the temple by Caligula. It is Torrey's belief 
that Mark 13:14 definitely reflects the expectant 
fear of that period: "But when ye see the abomination 
of desolation standing where he ought not (let him 
that readeth understand), then let them that are in 
Judea flee unto the mountains." Since the threatened 
disaster was prevented by the assassination of Caligula 
on January 24, 41 A.D., the gospel must have been 
written prior to that date. In reply to this reasoning 
two objections may be raised. Many scholars, in the '' 
first place, are by no means convinced that Mark 13 
is entirely original with the author of the gospel. 1 
Secondly, whether or not this chapter is an integral 
part of the composition, evidence may also be adduced 
2 from it to indicate a date nearer to the year 70 A.D. 
In any case, the early year advocated by Torrey is 
not the only period that seems to provide the situation 
reflected in the chapter. 
1. See pages 234ff. 
2. See pages 78ff. 
,, 
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Another interesting argument for a date "in the 
neighborhood of 40 A.D." is brought forward by B.T. 
Holmes. It rests chiefly upon Luke's "description" 
of Mark in Acts 13:5, where the latter is characterized 
'1 ' r ' as w~YY7Y u~~ET7Y· Holmes introduces considerable 
( , 
evidence to show that the word v~~ET~ (usually 
translated "attendant") was used by Luke as a term to 
describe a man "who handles documents and delivers 
their contents to men. 111 
sense that Mark accompanied Barnabas and Paul. 
Refering to Acts 13:5, Holmes thus concludes that "the 
normal meaning of this description to a Greek reader 
must have been that Mark carried a written memorandum 
dealing with 'the message of God,' in other words, a 
document similar to the gospel which now bears hie 
name. 112 Mark's possession of the document at that 
time would obviously necessitate an extremely early 
date for its composition. 
Although arguments from silence are in themselves 
by no means conclusive, it is nevertheless a note-
worthy fact that Paul nowhere gives any indication 
- - - - - - - - - - -
1. Holmes, LDJM, p. 69. 
2. Ibid. I p. 69. 
- -- - -
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that he knew even of the existence of such a document, 
or that he sanctioned its use on his missionary jour-
neys. Certain of the Pauline letters (Col. 4:10; II 
Tim. 4:11) vouch for the presence of Mark with Paul 
during the decade of 50 to 60 A.D. If the former's 
gospel had appeared as early as 40 A.D., and was being 
employed as Holmes describes, then the absolute silence 
on the part of Paul presents a difficulty not easily 
met. At least grave doubts are cast upon the validity 
of the argument. 
Perhaps the most telling argument against such 
an early dating for Mark's gospel is to be found in 
the fact that the early Church failed to champion any 
tradition to that effect even though it had every I 
reason for wishing to do so. As seen in the previous 1. 
chapter, second, third, and fourth century writers 
indicate a definite tendency to carry the origin of 
the gospels back as far as possible. By so doing 
they hoped to increase the authority of these docu-
menta. No one, however, knew or even dared to invent 
a tradition that placed the writing of Mark before the 
time of Peter's residence in Rome. 
Much greater support is to be found for a date 
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nearer the year 70 A.D. The majority of recent 
scholars accept the statement of Irenaeus (and the 
implication of Papias) that Mark wrote after the 
"departure" (i.e. death) of Peter. This makes the 
year 66 or 67 A.D. the terminus ~ quo for the compo-
sition. There is less agreement as to Whether the 
writing occurred before or after the fall of Jerusalem 
in 70 A.D. 
Discussion, for the most part, revolves about 
the situation reflected in Mark 13. McNeile, placing 
the date immediately before 70 A.D., believes that, 
even if the chapter was originally a separate Flug-
blatt, the author incorporated it in his gospel because 
he, in turn, could apply the predictions to his own 
time, and could see the fulfillment of them in the 
immediate future. It is his opinion that Mark 13:2 
"would probably have contained a more explicit descrip-
tion of the fall of the city" 1 (such as does appear 
in Luke 21:20-24), if it had been written after that 
event occurred. Rawlinson, also dating the gospel 
prior to the destruction of Jerusalem, proposes the 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. McNeile, ISNT, p. 30. 
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period of 65 - 67 A.D. Emphasis is placed upon Mark 
13:8 ("For nation shall rise against nation, and king-
dom against kingdom; there shall be earthquakes in 
divers places; there shall be famines; these things 
are the beginning of travail"). This verse seems to 
imply that the Jewish war had not yet begun; there 
had occurred as yet only the persecution, Which could 
be described as the "beginning of travail."l A 
2 
similar date is offered by Zahn. 
Over against these decisions must be placed the 
opinions of those who advocate a date after the 
destruction of Jerusalem in 70 A.D. Branscomb, among 
others, offers considerable evidence. Mark 9:1, he 
believes, implies that the greater number, though 
not all, of the first generation of Christians have 
died ("There are some here of them that stand by, who 
shall in no wise taste of death, till they see the 
kingdom of God come with power"). Mark 13:9, with its 
reference to standing before governors and kings, is 
thought to suggest the trials of Paul. The statement 
in Mark 13:l2f. (that persons shall give up members 
----------
1. See Rawlinson, SM, p. xxx. 
2. Zahn, INT, vol. II, p. 394. 
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of their own families "to death, 11 and shall 11 be hated 
of all men") is said to reflect the past horrors of 
the Neronian persecution. The destruction of the 
temple, according to Branscomb, has already occurred, 
for "the writer is plainly anxious that his readers 
be not discouraged or confused by the delay of the 
Parousia."1 It must be noted also that Mark 13:14ff. 
indicates a separation between the coming of the 
Appalling Horror and the subsequent appearance of 
Christ. Mark designates as false prophets those who 
foretell the appearance of Christ during the trouble 
in Judea (13:21). The coming of the Son of Man is to 
take place "after that tribulation" (13:24). This 
separation Branscomb believes to be intelligible only 
if Mark wrote after the year 70 A.D. The misery 
already experienced must not lead to discouragement, 
for the Parousia is still to occur. Thus Mark 13 
2 establishes the date of composition at c. 75 A.D. 
Bacon follows a similar line of reasoning. 
Attention is directed to the contrast between Mark 
13:14 and Daniel 11:31 with regard to the place of 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Branscomb, GOM, p. xxx. 
2. Ibid., p. xxxi. 
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profanation. Paul, in 50 A.D., could retain "in the 
temple of God, "1 for the temple was still standing. 
Mark, on the other hand, is compelled to change this 
definite location and to substitute the indefinite 
"where he ought not. 11 (Matthew changes Mark's phrase 
2 
to "in a holy place," which is likewise indefinite.) 
"The destruction of the temple in 70 will explain both 
Mark's correction, and Matthew's correction of the 
correction. Mark is forced to be 'vague and cryptic.' n3 
Mark, furthermore, attempts to make the rampant 
apocalypticism of the time just after the fall of 
Jerusalem a fulfillment of the predicted "leading 
astray. 114 It was immediately after 70 A.D. that this 
was most needed.5 Finally, Bacon introduces as evidence 
the witness of hie alleged Second Source for Luke. 
Since this document itself appears to be slightly 
later than 70 A.D. , and since Mark employed it in 
writing his own gospel, Mark's gospel "must be later 
still."6 In view of these considerations, Mark is 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. As in II These. 2:4. 
2. Mt. 24:15. 
3. Bacon, GOM, p. 131, quoting a phrase by McNeile. 
4. See II These. 2:9f. 
5. Bacon, GOM, p. 132. 
6. Ibid., p. 134. For a discussion of Bacon's idea 
of sources see pp. 216ff. 
---
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dated c. 80 A.D. 
Others, including Case1 and Goodspeed, 2 date Mark 
soon after 70 A.D. 
As long as a date in the neighborhood of 70 A.D. 
is accepted, it is relatively unimportant, in so far 
as the Petrine tradition is concerned, whether the 
writing of Mark's gospel occurred immediately before 
or soon after that year. That the document was com-
posed at a time reasonably near to the year 70 A.D. is 
the verdict of the majority of recent critics. In 
this way the conclusions as to date are in entire 
accord with the implication of Papias and the definite 
statement of Irenaeus that the gospel was composed not 
long after the death of Peter, i.e. after 66 or 67 
A.D. Thus is vindicated that aspect of the Petr1ne 
tradition which has to do with the period of composi-
tion. 
The Authorship of Mark.- From time to time in the 
previous pages it has been assumed that the author 
of the second gospel is to be identified with the 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Case, JNB, p. 76. 
2. Goodspeed, INT, p. 147. 
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John Mark mentioned in the Acts and in the Pauline 
letters as the associate and companion of Paul during 
some of the latter's missionary activities. It is 
necessary at this point to justify that assumption. 
The question of authorship, moreover, has a most 
significant bearing upon the general problem of the 
Petrine tradition. According to the earliest testi-
mony, the second gospel was written by John Mark of 
Jerusalem. If the tradition can be shown to be 
correct with regard to authorship, then a considerable 
degree of probability may be attached to the essential 
validity of the tradition as a whole. 
It is true that the identification of John Mark 
with the author of the second gospel is sometimes 
challenged. Guignebert, for example, insists that in 
the case of the authorship of all the gospels the 
Church's sanction of tradition was due to the fact 
that the tradition was "congenial." As a matter of 
fact the tradition on the subject "is wholly theo-
1 logical and legendary." The implication appears to 
be that the gospel at first must have circulated with-
out the author's name; at a later time the tradition 
- - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Guignebert, Jesus, p. 29. 
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was invented in accord with certain ulterior motives. 
That such was true, however, is inconsistent with 
present day knowledge of early writings. As Lake 
writes, "the view that antiquity tended to anonymous 
books is contrary to evidence, and it is most un-
likely that the second Gospel, for instance, ever 
circulated without the name of Mark attached to it. ul 
There is little evidence to support the idea of 
pseudonymous authorship. Instead, there are facts 
which render such a conclusion unlikely. Most im-
portant is the fact of Mark's comparative obscurity 
in the New Testament. He was not one of the apostles, 
nor did he occupy a prominent position in the company 
of Paul (as in the case of Luke). His appearance in 
Acts must be recognized, but the report of his deser-
tion on the occasion of the first missionary journey 
(Acts 13:13) would obviously detract from any prestige 
he might othe~lise seem to possess, and would naturally 
tend to prevent any author from writing in his name. 
If pseudonymity were desired, the names of other more 
prominent personages would undoubtedly have taken 
precedence. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Lake, INT, p. 4. 
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The attempt has been made to distinguish between 
(1) the evangelist Mark, Peter's disciple at Rome (I 
Peter 5:13), and (2) John Mark of Jerusalem. No less 
a scholar than J. Weiss has adopted such a view. 
Weiss, in Das Urchristentum, goes on to 
identify John Mark of Acts 12:12 (who on the 
basis of Acts 5:36 may have been a Levite) with 
the John who, according · to Polycrates of Ephesus, 1 
was a priest wearing the sacerdotal frontlet, 2 and hence is the author of the Fourth Gospel. 
This distinction, however, can find little in its 
favor, and Rawlinson characterizes the theory as "one 
of the eccentricities of scholarship. n3 
Yet another view is advocated by Bacon, Who con-
tends that John Mark may have been the "real sponsor," 
but was "not personally the compiler of the work. 114 
The expression "according to Mark" must be understood 
"in the looser sense." The gospel "represents the 
story of Peter, not as recorded, but as it used to be 
preached, by Mark. 11 5 The actual author (or "compiler," 
as Bacon prefers to call him) was a Roman Christian 
who was further removed from the apostolic circle than 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Eusebius, HE, iii, 31. 
2. Weiss, Urchristentum, p. 37 and p. 612; see 
Rawlinson, SM, p. xxx. 
3. Rawlinson, SM, p. xxx. 
4. Bacon, GOM, p. 54. 
5. Ibid., p. 307. 
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was John Mark, and who thus could be understood to 
omit much that John Mark could hardly have overlooked 
or neglected. To reject the traditional authorship 
on the basis of what the author omits, however, is 
not a procedure that is commonly accepted today. Nor 
do apparent errors as to geographical and political 
situations necessarily provide sufficient grounds for 
denying the more universal view. As shall be observed, 
the later activity of John Mark removed him from the 
scene of his earlier life, and seems fully to explain 
whatever inaccuracies present themselves. 
The evidence for authorship to be found in the 
second gospel has recently been discussed most fully 
by Branscomb in his Gospel of Mark. His procedure 
involves an examination of the material in the gospel 
Which seems to reveal the characteristics and qualities 
of the man who wrote it. Such a method is desirable 
here. 
The second gospel, in the first place, indicates 
that the author was a Christian Jew. He knows the 
Jewish Scriptures and quotes them. He employs words, 
phrases, and ideas that reflect a Jewish Christian 
background, including such expressions as the "Kingdom 
-- ---
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of God," "the commandments," "the son of David. 11 
While the author reveals himself to be Jewish, 
he also indicates familiarity with the outside Gentile 
world . Since this aspect of his life is to be discussed 
more fully in connection with the provenance of the 
gospel, the reader is referred to that section (later 
in the present chapter). 
One of the questions most persistently raised 
has to do with the author's knowledge of the Holy 
Land. Did he know Palestine? An affirmative answer 
is suggested by a number of instances. For example, 
he distinguishes between Caesarea Philippi and Caesarea 
on the Sea (8:27). He gives evidence of his knowledge 
that in Caesarea Philippi Jesus was outside of Herod's 
rule (9:30). With regard to Jerusalem and its vicinity 
the references are especially noteworthy. The Mount 
of Olives is mentioned as "over against the temple 11 
(13:3); this is "a strikingly descriptive phrase."1 
The mountain is otherwise recognized to be near to 
Jerusalem {14:26). Bethany and Bethphage are known 
to be near at hand {11:1,11,12). Particular locations 
in the city of Jerusalem seem to be well known 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Branscomb, GOM, p. xxxii1. 
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(15:16,22). On the other hand, a few references, 
particularly to locations in Galilee, are question-
able. It is difficult to understand what is meant 
by a journey "from the borders of Tyre 
• • • through 
Sidon unto the sea of Galilee, through the midst of 
the borders of Decapolis 11 (7: 31). An error, further-
more, must be involved in the statement that Jesus 
and his disciples "came to the other side of the sea, 
into the country of the Gerasenes 11 ( 5: 1); actually the 
land of the Gerasenes was not located on the shore of 
the Sea of Galilee, but lay somewhat inland and to the 
South. Altogether, however, the writer may be said to 
exhibit a general knowledge of Palestinian geography, 
manifesting a greater accuracy with regard to Jeru-
salem and its environs than in the case of Galilee and 
other outlying districts. 
The author of the second gospel reveals some 
knowledge as to the political situation of his day. 
He knows about the Sanhedrin, that this body consisted 
of nthe chief priests and the elders and the scribes" 
(14:53), and that it was subordinate to the Roman 
governor. He is "so familiar with the difference 
between Galilee, where Herod was tetrarch, and Judea, 
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where the Romans ruled through a procurator, that it 
does not occur to him to explain the situation. 111 It 
is true that in 6:14 he names Herod as "king" instead 
of tetrarch, 11 but the title may well have been a 
2 popular designation . " His statement that Jesus was 
tried by the Sanhedrin is sometimes said to be false 
on the grounds that the Jews no longer possessed the 
right to put to death those Whom they convicted . 
Recent research, however, has admitted the possibility 
of such an event, 3 although it does not vindicate the 
author's more certain error in making the trial of 
Jesus before the Sanhedrin a night session only . 
The writer's knowledge of social and religious 
conditions in Palestine is particularly difficult to 
determine, for many references in this regard may 
simply have constituted a part of the tradition that 
came to him, and hence need not reflect any personal 
understanding of his own. 
"One cannot help but be 1m pres sed, however, 
with the accuracy of the general picture of 
Palestinian life which the Gospel presents. 
The synagogues are the centres of community 
- - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Ibid., p. xxxiv. 
2. Ibid., p. xxxiv. 
3. See Branscomb, GOM, p. xxxiv. 
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life in Galilee, the temple in Jerusalem. The 
scribes are the soc·ial and religious authorities. 
The standard to which they appeal is the Mosaic 
law and the traditions of the fathers. The 
Pharisees are strict interpreters of the law and 
criticize and ostracise those who do not obey 
certain precepts which they stressed. The close 
relationship between scribes and Pharisees, and 
yet the distinction between them, is correctly 
reflected (see 2:16). We do not meet with the 
Sadducean priests until the story reaches Jeru-
salem. Jesus is described as drawing crowds 
from all parts of the country, but in the list 
of sections represented Samaria is omitted (3:8). 
The people hope for God's reign to come, are 
concerned over how they are to gain eternal life. 
Among the subjects of current discussion were 
what" was the chief commandment, what were the 
grounds for believing in the resurrection, 
whether one should wash one's hands before 
eating, whether taxes should be paid to Caesar, 
and what were the signs of the establishment of 
God's reign. The faithfulness of this general 
picture is such as to suggest that the writer 
had some acguaintance wit4 the Jewish life in 
Palestine."l 
A few passages are occasionally cited as indicating 
the author's ignorance of social and religious condi-
tiona. In 10:12 Jesus is reported as forbidding a 
wife to divorce her husband and to marry another, while 
Jewish law allowed only the husband to take such a step. 
It must be remembered, however, that the Jewish law 
applied only in the Jewish world. As a writer of a 
gospel for Gentiles, among whom wives as well as 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Branscomb, GOM, p. xxxivf. 
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informed as to politioal, social, and religious .con-
ditions in that land. Since he was a comparatively 
young man when he entered upon missionary work among 
the Gentiles, and since much of his life, after that 
time, was apparently spent outside a strictly Jewish 
environment, it is not unnatural that occasional 
errors should occur in his comments upon Palestinian 
life. The errors as well as the accuracies in the 
gospel are what one should expect from a life such 
as that of John Mark. 
It is claimed by some that the author may 
be referring to himself in one or two instances 
where unnamed figures are introduced in the 
gospel. "Der olKofi"€cr'7ro -r1s 14:14 mag Mr' Vater 
gewesen sein;l ja wir wagen die Vermutung, dass 
'der reiche J~~ling' 10:17ff. mit unserem Mr 
identisch 1st. "-"2 John Mark bas also been 
identified as the young man in Gethsemane (14:5lf.). 
"Scarcely anyone else would think it worthwhile 
to interrupt the story of the Passion by ex-
plaining that he escaped arrest by leaving his 
clothes behind."3 Perhaps his home had once 
been in Cyprus, since his father was a bro~her 
to Barnabas (cf. Acts 4:36 and Col. 4:10). 
These possibilities are of interest in that they 
1. In this case the Last Supper was held in the home 
of his mother and father, and John Mark himself 
may have been the "man bearing a pitcher of water" 
(14:13). 
2. Wohlenberg, EM, p. 5. 
3. Lake, INT, p. 25. See also Rawlinson, SM, on Mk. 
14:5lf., and Wohlenberg, EM, p. 5. 
4. So Wohlenberg, EM, p. 5. 
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may involve some information as to the author's 
life. They furnish little proof, however, as 
to the author's identity, for the unnamed 
figures themselves cannot be identified with 
any degree of certainty. 
Outside of the second gospel itself there are 
certain evidences which support, although in them-
selves they do not prove, the Markan authorship. 
Rawlinson, for example, sees in Luke's references 
to John Mark a fact that may be significant. "It 
is indeed not improbable that the interest in Mark 
displayed by Luke in the Acts (cf. Acts 12:12,25; 
13:13; 15:37) may be due not exclusively to the fact 
that he was the cause of the breach between Barnabas 
and Paul, but to the further fact also that Luke 
knew him to have been the author of a Gospel of which 
he himself made use in the composition of hie own. 111 
In the same references in Acta Drescher perceives a 
more general indication of some accomplishment on the 
part of John Mark, - an accomplishment which may 
reasonably be understood to be the composition of the 
gospel ascribed to him: "Das sieht doch so aus, ala 
wolle er2 damit sagen : Das 1st der Markus, den 1hr 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Rawlinson, SM, p. xxxi. 
2. That is, Luke, in Acts 12:12,25 and 15:37. 
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alle kennt. Er muss also eine besondere allen wohl-
1 bekannte Leietung vollbracht haben." 
There is little valid reason for doubting the 
Markan authorship of the second gospel. The evidence 
is overwhelming in support of this aspect of the 
Petrine tradition. 
The Original Language of Mark.- The question of the 
original language of Mark is important, on the one 
hand, as it is related to that part of the Petrine 
tradition which places the composition of the gospel 
at Rome. If it is shown that the author wrote in 
Greek (rather than in Aramaic, for example), then 
this aspect of the tradition is thereby rendered at 
least reasonable, for Greek is known to have been 
spoken and understood in that place. The same may 
be said with regard to Latin. If, however, the writing 
was in Aramaic, some doubt may be raised as to the 
gospel's provenance, for the Roman Church was primarily 
Gentile, not Jewish; at least the o-uv~rwr7 'Ef¥"'- i wv 
in Rome was hardly of sufficient size to induce a man 
like Mark, who had made wide contacts in the Hellenistic 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Drescher, MSE, p. 243. 
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world, to write a gospel that could be read only by 
those who understood Aramaic. If he wrote in Aramaic 
he must have done so, not in Rome, but in Palestine, 
for Palestine provided the only sizable Aramaic-reading 
public in his day. (It is doubted by many that even 
Palestine itself provided any considerable number of 11 
( Aramaic-reading Christians. 1 ) 
The question of language is also related more 
definitely to the Petrine tradition as voiced by 
Papias. It has been seen that Papias speaks of Mark 
as Peter's "interpreter," and it is possible that 
there is involved in the term the idea of "translator. 112 
If Mark wrote in Aramaic his role of "interpreter" 
would be considerably restricted. If he wrote in 
Greek the full foree of the Papias testimony is felt, 
and the validity of the tradition is supported. 
For the most part New Testament criticism has 
been dominated by the view that the second gospel 
first appeared in Greek form. A few scholars, however, 
have deviated from this view. Couchoud, recently, has 
insisted that Mark wrote in Latin. He argues for the 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Barton, TTAO, p. 365, Lake, INT, p. 9, and 
Riddle, AGSP. 
2. See pp. 27ff. 
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correctness of the headings of certain manuscripts 
(Syriao Vulgate, Harclean Syriac, and others), which 
state that the gospel was written in this language. 
He of~ers an array of evidence in support of his view. 
The Greek versions, he believes, were made in Egypt. 
Rererring to the statement of Jerome, that Mark took 
his gospel and went to Egypt, he concludes: "Is this 
the history of the author? At least it is of the 
book." 1 Burkitt admits that the theory is "not al-
together beyond the region of possibility," but adds 
that although it is "interesting and attractive" it 
is "by no means proved." 2 The opinion of Couchoud 
has not received favorable support. 
More insistent has been the contention that 
Aramaic was the gospel's original language. This 
hypothesis has been advocated in the past by such 
men as Resch, E.A. Abbott, Blass, Wellhausen, and 
Allen. 3 Its most recent and thorough-going champion, 
however, is Torrey. The arguments which he advances 
are based chiefly upon six classes of instances in 
the Greek gospel which seem to point to translation 
1. Couchoud, GML, p. 79. 
2. Burkitt, GML, p. 380f. 
3. See Jones, NTTC, p. 193. 
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1 from an Aramaic original. These are (1) linguistic 
errors in translation, (2) supposed graphic mistakes, 
(3) excessive literalism, (4) misunderstandings of 
the various functions of the Aramaic relative pronoun, 
(5) failure to recognize that Aramaic interrogative 
sentences, Which lacked an interrogative particle, 
were questions, and (6) instances in which sentences 
were divided in the wrong place because an Aramaic 
sentence began with a conjunction. 2 
A number of other s cholars admit the presence of 
certain Aramaic features in the second gospel. 
Burney lists the following as common Aramaic 
usages in Mark: (1) Parataxis , (2) the frequency 
of the Historic Present ,3 , (3) the frequency of 
the Imperfect ~~ !Ji .:-v and 'eX ~o11 , ( 4) the sparse 
use of S"i, With reference or K&:..~ , ( 5) G-v~= the 
conJunctive :~that," ( 6) ;ros == "w.i th," ( 7J;.oA>..~ = 
X. ,;l.. v.J ' ( 8) rs~ "T O' -.S:..'Y'i = , l \1..). Less common 
are ( 1) Asyn eton, (2~sus "pendens, (3) K~[ 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Torrey has published an English translation of 
Mark {and all the gospels), professing to have 
reproduced, first of all, a comparatively accurate 
Aramaic version similar to the original form of 
Mark. This he has done in spite of Allen's comment 
that "it is probable that no competent Aramaic 
scholar would venture to retranslate it into the 
original in view of the very great ignorance that 
we are in as to the exact nature of the idiom and 
vocabulary of the Aramaic spoken in Palestine in 
the first century" (in Sanday, SSP, p. 298). 
2. See also Barton, TTAO, p. 361. 
3. Hawkins (HS, pp . 114-119) lists 151 examples of 
the Historic Present in Mark, whereas Matthew has 
only 78 and Luke 4 (or 6). 
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linking contrasted statements = "and yet," ( 4) 
LY~ as a mistranslation of 1 relative, (5) b~~ 
as a mistranslation of ~ relative, (6) the 
relative completed by a :pronoun, and (7) ov #; 
• • • El s ..!.£!:. c~:.l.Dvc~:.. = "never. ttl - rr 
Ropes, recognizing these features, appears to 
agree somewhat with Torrey. He fails to see how a 
man of good education and with a large Greek vocab-
ulary could h..ave "written out of his own head so 
barbarous a Greek style."2 A man translating an 
Aramaic book literally, however, would likely produce 
much the same result as is found in the gospel. But 
although Ropes seems to favor this view, he refuses 
to assert that it is more than an hypothesis.3 Burney, 
similarly, asserts that it is still an open question 
whether the Aramaisms prove translation from an Aramaic 
document or merely show a man writing in Greek but 
"casting his words in the Aramaic mould which is more 
familiar to him. 4 He admits, however, that some of 
the Aramaic usages also appear in the Greek of other 
writers whose native tongue was Aramaic; hence their 
presence in Mark by no means proves translation from 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Burney, AOFG, p. 18f. Allen gives a similar 
list in Sanday, SSP, pp. 295- 297. 
2. Ropes, SG, p. 98. 
3. Ibid., p. 97. 
4. Burney, AOFG, p. 18. 
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an Aramaic original. 1 
Others are more insistent that the Aramaic coloring 
is simply due to the fact that the author's native 
tongue was Aramaic even though he wrote in Greek. 2 Wade 
argues that the features suggesting an Aramaic original 
"may be accounted for by the assumption that the writer 
reproduced in Greek matter which was orally related to 
him in Aramaic, or in imperfect Greek contaminated with 
Aramaic. 113 It is significant, furthermore, that many 
supposed Aramaisms have been proved by Papyri to be 
common Greek usages in the period when Mark wrote.4 
There are several considerations Which definitely 
oppose Torrey's opinion. If the canonical gospel is a 
translation from the Aramaic, and not an original com-
position, it is strange that the translator left, side 
by side with the Greek translation, a number of Aramaic· 
words and phrases (5:41; 7:11,34; 14:36; 15:22,34).5 
This type of procedure 11 is not the work of a translator 
but of a composer."6 And, concerning the hypothesis 
- - - - - - - - - - -
1. Ibid., p. 19. See also Hopwood, REPC, p. 24. 
2. See Riddle, LTTG. 
3. Wade, NTH, p. 169. 
4. On this see Goodspeed, NCNTS, p. 147f. See also 
Branscomb, GOM, p. xiv. 
5. So argues Rawlinson, SM, p. xxxiv. 
6. Barton, TTAO, p. 365. 
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that the gospel is a translation, Rawlinson, noting 
Mark's roughness of style, monotony, redundant ex-
pressions, and limited vocabulary, makes the comment: 
"It is at least difficult, on such an assumption, to 
see why the work of translation should not have been 
entrusted to more competent hands."1 Jlllicher, more 
positively, observes: 11No translator could have 
created the originality of language shown by Mark. 112 
A final difficulty facing Torrey's theory lies 
in the failure of scholars to discover a sufficiently 
large Jewish-Christian body to call forth an Aramaic 
gospel. Torrey's claim that there was in Palestine 
a large Aramaic-reading public is characterized by 
Barton as "an unconfirmed and improbable conjecture."3 
Lake also disagrees: "Except in exclusively Jewish 
circles," he wri tee, "Greek was probably the chief 
language of Palestine and all the evidence goes to 
show that the Apostolic preaching succeeded in Greek 
4 
circles, not in Aramaic ones." At least no widespread 
Aramaic literature has been discovered.5 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Rawlinson, SM, p. xxxiii. 
2. JUlicher, INT, p. 322. 
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3. Barton, TTAO, p. 365. 
4. Lake, INT, p. 9. See also Riddle, SCJC, pp. 15-33. 
5. On this point see Goodspeed, NCNTS, p. 154. 
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Altogether, convincing evidence for an Aramaic 
original is lacking. 1 The fact that Matthew and Luke 
both indicate the use of a Greek form of Mark speaks 
strongly in favor of the generally accepted view. If 
Papias, in mentioning Mark as Peter's "interpreter," 
thought of him as interpreter in the sense of trans-
lator,2 then Papias' account of the Petrine tradition 
explains adequately whatever Aramaic coloring the 
gospel contains. Mark, reproducing Peter's discourses, 
allowed certain features of the apostle's Aramaic 
speech, and his own mother tongue, to creep into his 
composition. Thus the consideration of the original 
language of the second gospel leads to conclusions 
that are in complete agreement with the Petrine 
tradition. 
The Provenance of Mark.- Is Mark a Roman gospel? This 
question has a double bearing upon the Pe~rine tradition. 
In the first place, the establishing of the fact that 
the gospel originated at Rome would serve to verify 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Montefiore allows no possibility whatever, stating 
that there "never existed an Aramaic Mark" (SG, 
vol. I, p. xxviii). 
2. See PP• 27ff. 
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that aspect of the tradition which makes Rome the scene 
of Mark's activity. 
The testimony of Irenaeus, it is true, fails 
to include the definite statement that the gospel 
was written at Rome. Irenaeus seems to assume 
that this is known, however, 11 for only on this 
presupposition can we understand why he sets its 
date after the death of the two apostles who 
laboured in Rome."l Clement of Alexandria names 
Rome explicitly, and those who follow him imply 
as much when they do not state it. (For the 
testimony of all of these see chapter II.) Papias, 
the earliest witness to the Petrine tradition, is 
not known to have asserted Roman provenance for 
the gospel, but Bacon presents reasons for 
believing be did so, although his statements upon 
the matter have not been preserved.2 
In the second place, the recognition of Roman provenance 
would contribute to the problem of relationship between 
Peter and Mark. If the gospel is admitted to have been 
published at Rome, and if it can later be shown that 
Peter was a resident of that city before the composi-
tion of the gospel, the probability that the author, 
Mark, had contact and association with Peter in that 
locality becomes more nearly a certainty. In this case 
the fundamental element in the tradition (namely, that 
Mark recorded what he bad learned from Peter) would be 
strongly supported. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Zahn, INT, vol. II, p. 434. 
2. Bacon, Harvard Theological Studies, vol. VII, 
1919. 
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This problem in no wise, of course, affects 
the matter of relationship between Peter and 
Mark prior to the latter's departure from Jeru-
salem. Even if it could be proved that the two 
had no association together in Rome, Mark could 
still have received his information from Peter 
in the earlier years of hie life at Jerusalem. 
And that he did learn much from Peter while 
still in Jerusalem can scarcely be doubted . l In 
that citr,, however, he could not have served as 
Peter' e 'interpreter" in the fulle at sense of 
the term. Hence, while the Petrine tradition 
would not be conclusively refuted by a denial of 
Roman provenance, it would, on the other hand, 
be notably supported by the acceptance of that 
fact. 
For the most part Mark has been regarded as a 
Roman gospel. A few exceptions, however, may be noted. 
~ ellhaueen believed the writing took place in Jeru-
2 
salem. Drescher, more recently, has revived this 
opinion, contending that Mark wrote primarily for the 
Christiane of Palestine during the period 66- 70 A.D., 
in order to strengthen and encourage them in that 
difficult time. "Er wollte die Christen aufrichten 
und zum Ausharren ermuntem."3 J.V. Bartlet has advo-
4 
cated the theory that Mark arose at ntioch. These 
views have received no general recognition. 
- - -
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. For a discussion of the relationship between 
Peter and Mark in Jerusalem (and in Rome) see 
chapter IV. 
2. Wellhausen, Einleitung, p. 78 . 
3. Drescher, MS~ p. 230 . 
4. See Rawlinson, SM, p . xxx . 
-++---
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The ascribing of the gospel to an Egyptian 
locality by Chrysostom is accepted by no recent 
scholar. The tradition for Alexandria is prob-
ably the result of the story that Mark became 
bishop of that city. Swete suggests that the 
error may have arisen from Eusebius (HE, ii, 16).1 
Evidence for the Roman origin of Mark is abundant. 
It may be observed, first of all, that the need for a 
written account of the life of Jesus would first be 
felt at points farthest removed from the scene of his 
activity and ministry. In Palestine itself, and in 
nearby localities, the "living voice" was still regarded 
as the authoritative source of information at the time 
when Mark wrote. There were yet living men and women 
who had been eyewitnesses. From them the Christians 
could hear the "good news." Hence, there should not 
be expected to have occurred in Palestine the earliest 
attempts at gospel writing. On the contrary, 11 it would 
be the mission churches in Gentile lands which would 
first feel the need of written records, and would have 
least reluctance to supply it. The more remote from 
the home of oral tradition, the more would a church be 
inclined to obtain some written embodiment of it. At 
least it is beyond dispute that the slowest of all 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Swete, GSM, p. xxxix. See also Bacon, IMRG, p. 21. 
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churches to admit dependence on written records was 
the church of the Apostles and Elders in Jerusalem. 111 
No city would be expected to call forth a written 
gospel more 1mmediately than the city of Rome. 
Similarly, the Roman literary atmosphere was most 
conducive to the production of the type of writing 
which is called the gospel. Judaism was always more 
interested in the teachings of great men than in their 
lives. In the Old Testament there are no biographies 
of the religious heroes of Israel. The history of the 
nation, it is true, involved, here and there, incidents 
in the lives of great leaders, but no biography as such, 
appeared. Likewise, certain anecdotes were preserved, 
but these survived usually, .not for their own sake, but 
because of sayings which they introduced. In Israel 
there were no "lives" of prophets or rabbis. In 
Gentile lands such was not the case. Among the Gentiles 
there are, for example, Plutarch's Lives and Tacitus' 
Life of Agricola. Thus, although Mark's account of 
Jesus is not to be regarded as a biography in the strict 
sense of the term, and although it cannot be said that 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Bacon, GOM, p. 58f. 
II 
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such an account could not have been written among the 
Jews, yet it would be most natural to expect its 
appearance in a place where general interest was more 
conducive to such an undertaking.1 
That the gospel of Mark survived at all is due, 
according to many, to the fact that it "must have 
emanated from some center of very great authority and 
importance." 2 Otherwise the longer and more literary 
gospels would have doomed it to oblivion, for in most 
circles Mark became later the least popular of them 
3 
all. The second gospel, "without the backing of 
some strong authority such as that of the Roman Church, 
might not have been included in the Canon at all. ,.4 
It has been held that the other centers of Christianity 
could not have supported Mark sufficiently to have 
insured ita continued existence; Ephesus and Antioch 
possessed gospels of their own, and Jerusalem would 
have demanded more authoritative authorship.5 
More definite and positive evidence for Roman 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
II 
1. Upon this subject see Branscomb, JLM, P• 74f., 11 
and also his TJ, p. 37f. 
2. Bacon, IMRG, p. 39. 
1 
3. In the following section this is treated more fully. l 
4. McNeile, ISNT, p. 37. 
5. See Bacon, IMRG, p. 4o. 
---
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provenance is to be discovered 1o the gospel itself . 
There are · a large number of features which seem to 
agree with a Roman origin more perfectly than with 
any other . In Mark, for example, Jesus makes "only 
slight voluntary use of the Old Testament . 111 Where 
Old Testament quotations. do occur, they are derived 
from the Septuagint . "Biblicisms," such as appear in 
Luke and in Matthew, are absent . From all of this it 
may be implied that Mark arose in a place where the 
Old Testament was somewhat less familiar, and at 
least in a locality where the Greek form was used . 2 
Latiniems appear in Mark more frequently than 
in the other gospels. The "two mites" of 12:42 are 
explained by the giving of the equivalent in Roman 
t' , , coinage( ~ f~~LY Ko~~Y7~s ) . Other Latin terms em-
ployed include ~~ocLT~~~ov (15:16), AEy~wy (5:9), 
K7y~os (12:14), KEY/v~[wy (15:39,44,45), and 
I 
u-?rf::KouA~Twp (6: 27) .3 Jtilicher refuses to attach much 
I 
weight to such usages, believing that "with the 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Gilbert, Jesus and Hie Bible, p. 120, 
Branscomb, JLM, p . !29,-and Albertz, SS, p . 72f. 
2 . See Bacon, IMRG, pp. 49 - 53. 
3. The last of these is an utterly "un-Greek" word, 
and is omitted in Pope's Lexicon. 
- -- - -- - - -- ---
--- ---
- - ----
expansion of the Roman Empire, Latin terms, especially 
those connected with the law, the army and the taxes, 
would be sure to make themselves used throughout the 
world. 111 McNeile assumes a similar position, observing 
that such terms appear even in Egyptian papyri, and 
adding that Matthew also uses KO~p~vT?s (Mt. 5:26) and 
I 2 ~P~~Tw~~ov (Mt. 27:27). It is true that Latinisms in 
I I 
the gospel do not prove Roman origin. Nevertheless 
they do support the probability. As for the Latinisms 
in Matthew, some, at least, were taken from the source 
Mark; it was Mark, and not Matthew, who introduced 
them. 
In Mark lO:llf., there occurs an apparent adapta-
tion of the words of Jesus to Roman law: "Whosoever 
shall put away his wife, and marry another, committetb 
adultery against her: and if she h~rself put away her 
husband, and marry another, she committeth adultery." 
In Roman law, but not in Jewish, it was possible for 
the wife to seek divorcement. The words of Jesus thus 
seem to be adapted to meet the situation at Rome.3 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. JU11cher, INT, p. 322f. 
2. See McNeile, ISNT, p. 37. McNeile might have 
added that Matthew also usee K{r~os (17:25 and 
22: 17) and KU'Tv.otwv ( 27: 54, e c.}. 
3. See Branscomb, GOM, p. 249. 
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Numerous instances are found which seem to indicate 
that the author felt it necessary to explain certain 
phenomena that to Jewish or Palestinian readers would 
require no explanation. He is careful to translate 
Aramaic words and phrases whenever they are used. 
"Boanerges" is interpreted as "Sons of thunder" (3:17). 
"Corban" is said to mean 11 Given to God" (7:11). 11Eph-
phatha11 is translated as 11Be opened"(7:34). "Golgotha" 
is rendered "The place of a skull" (15:22). 1 Sim-
ilarly, when Jewish ideas, events, or practices are 
mentioned, the author adds descriptive notes concerning 
them. The meaning of "defiled hands" is explained 
(7:3f.). 2 "Gehenna" is defined (9:43), as is also 
"the Preparation" (15:42). "When they sacrificed the 
Passover" (14:12) appears as an explanatory remark. 
Climatic conditions in Palestine likewise seem to 
require explanation, for the writer, in order to make 
the story of the fig tree intelligible, feels obliged 
to state that the time of the Passover "was not the 
season for figs" ( 11:13). 
1. See also 15:34. 
2. Branscomb, it is true, regards 7:3-4 as a 
marginal note not a part of the original 
gospel (GOM, p. xxxvi). 
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Concerning Roman matters no explanation seems to 
be required. Pilate is introduced as one who needs 
no special introduction (15:1), and the revolt which 
occurred during hie rule is mentioned as an event that 
is already familiar. 1 
Mark's scant mention of John the Baptist may be 
cited in support of Roman provenance. hereas in Q, 
written for Palestinian readers, John "looms large," 
Mark seems to think that this figure is lese signifi-
cant for the readers of his gospel. John is presented 
merely as the "messenger before thy face" ( 1: 2), - as 
the .E.lijah who "must first come" (9: 11). "Mark 
addresses a public who knew the Old Testament as a 
venerable and mysterious authority, but are unmoved 
by the personal prestige of John."2 
The Christology of the second gospel is less 
related to Jewish history than in the case of other 
gospels. In Matthew and Luke the emphasis is upon 
Jesus as the messianic Son of David; in Mark the 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Zahn, INT, val. II, p. 502f., note 3. 
2. Streeter, in Sanday, SSP, p. 217. Streeter adds 
that the insertion of the long story of Herodias 
and the death of John "is due to Mark's fond-
ness for a good story, not to its apologetic or 
practical value." 
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stress is upon the "Son of God."1 This contrast may 
be seen in Mark's brief summary of the Temptation 
(1:13). In Q the Temptation "has no meaning except 
it be a temptation to live up to a patriotic Jew's 
nationalistic and political conception of the Messiah. 1• 
To the average Gentile Christian in Rome this would 
have little meaning. Q seeks to prove to the Jew 
that Jesus is Messiah; Mark to the Gentile that He 
is the 'Son of God' (Mk. 1: 1) •112 The Christo logy of 
Mark thus suggests a locality such as Rome. 
A similar suggestion arises out of a study of 
Mark's reports concerning Jesus and ceremonialism. 
Bacon states: "It is no small point of coincidence 
between Mark and Romans that the Gospel has so much 
to say about the 'man-made' nature of the Mosaic 
observances."3 Zahn, particularly, professes to see 
in Mark's detailed account of Jesus' discourse about 
things clean and unclean (7:1-23), and in the emphasis 
upon Jesus' opposition to ceremonialism (2:1- 3:6), 
.the influence of the Roman Christians upon the author, 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Bacon, IMRG, PP• 85 - 90. 
2. Streeter, in Sanday, SSP, p. 217. 
3. Bacon, IMRG, p. 69. 
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for, as Paul indicates, 1 these matters were sources 
of considerable interest in that c1ty. 2 Mark's ideas 
appear to be presented as beliefs that already are 
"accepted as a matter of fact by the church in which 
our editor lived. u3 
Streeter sees in the abundance of miracles in 
Mark, as against the few in Q, an evidence of Roman 
provenance. Q includes only two or three: that of 
the Centurion's Servant, that of the Dumb Demon, and 
perhaps the Sabbath Cure of Luke 14:1-6; and these 
are told, not for their own sake, but for the sake of 
the sayings for which they provide the settings. 4 In 
Mark, on the other hand, there are many. The differ-
ence is explained as due to the fact that miracles in 
Palestine were more common, and hence could be expected 
to prove but little. 5 Such was not true in Rome. 
"Naturally, in the streets of Rome these happened 
more rarely than in faith-creating Galilee, and they 
therefore proved more. 116 
------
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Romans 14. See also Heb. 13:9. 
2. Zahn, INT, P• 490. 
3. Branscomb, JLM, p. 91. 
4. See Streeter, in Sanday, SSP, p. 217. 
5. Cf. Mt. 12:27; Mk. 9:38; Acts 19:13. 
6. Streeter, in Sanday, SSP, p. 217f. 
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Mark's account of the Passion is especially note-
worthy in two ways. In the first place, a large part 
of the gospel is devoted to it. It is possible that 
this detail, in contrast to the scant mention in Q, 
bespeaks the result of greater distance from the scene 
of events . In Palestine the Crucifixion of the Messiah, 
although "cancelled" by the Resurrection, and although 
regarded as the fulfillment of prophecy (Acts 2:31; 
3:18; etc.), remained nevertheless, in a sense, a 
paradox and a stumbling-block (I Cor. 1:23). The 
difficulties were less felt in Rome . 1 In the second 
place, and more important, is the fact that the datings 
for the Passion in Mark 14-16 "cover systematically 
and perfectly Rome's (anti-quartodeciman) observance 
of the sacred season of the Passion, reflecting every 
detail so far as we have the means of tracing it. 112 
The churches of Asia celebrated Easter on Nisan 14, 
the date of the Jewish Passover, on whatever day of 
the week it occurred. The Roman church, however, 
observed it on the Sunday of the resurrection, and 
this seems to have influenced Mark.3 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Streeter, in Sanday, SSP, p. 218. 
2. Bacon, IMRG, p. 96. 
3 . See also Branscomb, GOM, p. xviif. 
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The position and attitude of Pilate in the Passion 
story may conceivably indicate the author's desire to 
give to Rome the benefit of the doubt as to the respon-
sibility for the death of Jesus. Pilate, it is true, 
is not relieved of all responsibility, yet he is repre-
sented as being compelled by the Jews to act as he did. 
It may be observed also that the Roman centurion at 
the erose is portrayed most favorably, for he utters 
the moving confession:"Truly this man was the Son of 
God" ( 15: 39 ) • 
Mark's report of Jesus' words concerning the 
"mystery of the kingdom of God" (4:llf.), although 
not entirely in harmony with Paul's doctrine of the 
hardening of Israel (Romans 9 - 11), is nevertheless 
thought by some to constitute an adaptation of the 
1 Pauline teaching. It is Bacon's opinion that such 
, 
an adaptation of a theory of ~w~w~Ls would most likely 
I 
be found in Rome. 2 
One of the most interesting suggestions presented 
in support of Roman provenance relates to the mention 
of Rufus in Mark 15:21. In this passage, Mark, like 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. For a discussion of Pauline influence in Mark, 
however, see chapter VIII. 
2. Bacon, rMRG, p. 78f. 
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Matthew (27:32) and Luke (23:26), represents Simon of 
Cyrene as an unknown person. Mark, however, and he 
alone, adds that Simon is the father of Alexander and 
Rufus. This explanation seems to have been uncalled 
for unless the sons were known to the first readers 
of the gospel. According to Romans 16:13 there did 
live in Rome a Christian named Rufus (if Romans 16 is 
indeed an authentic part of the letter). Concerning 
these facts Zahn writes: "With persons possessing so 
little judgment as to explain this coincidence as 
accidental, further discussion is useless."1 At least 
it is not impossible that Mark adds the comment pre-
cisely because he is writing in the city where Rufus 
lived. One is tempted to think that this might be 
the case. Unfortunately, however, Romans 16 cannot 
unquestionably be regarded as originally addressed to 
Rome; this fact, together with the further fact that 
Rufus was a rather common name, prohibits the attaching 
of too much weight to the coincidence. 
Other items providing less evidence may be 
mentioned briefly. "Them that are in Judea" (13:14) 
are words likely to have been written outside the 
1. Zahn, INT, p. 490. 
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borders of Palestine.1 In the parable of the vineyard 
(12:1-12), the rejection of the Son by the Jews may be 
thought to suggest a non-Jewish gospel. Branscomb 
proposes that the story of the Syro-Phoenician woman 
{7:24-30) "goes to prove that Jesus himself initiated 
no Gentile mission," 2 and the "slight turn" given by 
Mark in 7:27 to make Jesus' reluctance a merely 
temporary policy indicates the author's desire to 
write a gospel acceptable to Gentiles. 
Outside of the gospel itself there are a few 
passages in the New Testament which may be claimed 
to point to Mark's residence in Rome at a time not 
greatly removed from the date of the gospel's .compo-
sition. In two of the "Imprisonment Letters" of Paul, 
Mark is found to be in Paul's company (Col. 4:10 and 
Philem. 24). If the imprisonment during which Paul 
wrote is to be identified with that at Rome {approx-
imately 60 A.D.),3 it is apparent that Mark had a part 
~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Bacon, IMRG, p. 60f. 
2. Branscomb, JLM, p. 87. 
3. Rome indeed seems to meet the conditions of the 
Imprisonment Letters much more perfectly than 
Caesarea or any other place {see Moffatt, ILNT, 
p. 158f., etc.). Duncan, however, designates 
the city of Ephesus {Duncan, G.S., St. Paul's 
Ephesian Ministry, Scribner's Sons,-r930). 
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1n the missionary activity in that city. According 
to II Timothy 4:11, also, Mark is recalled to Rome by 
Paul a short time later. His presence there is further 
attested by I Peter (5:13). 1 If this epistle is an 
authentic Petrine production, it must be dated between 
the years 64 and 67 A.D., 2 and hence verifies the 
belief that Mark returned to Rome and established 
residence there. 
To sum up, the conditions reflected in the second 
gospel indicate that it can hardly be regarded as a 
Palestinian product. At least it must be considered 
as originating in the Gentile mission field. Further-
more, no locality is suggested more insistently than 
the city of Rome. No other place offers circumstances 
more in accord with those depicted in the gospel. 
Besides this, the incidental references in the Pauline 
letters and in the First Epistle of Peter lend thoroughly 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. "Babylon" is generally admitted to be a symbol-
ical term for Rome. 
2. The references in I Peter 4:12ff. and 5:9 show 
that the epistle arose during a period of per-
secution, a condition variously said to be met 
by events during the reign of Nero (64- 67 .D.), 
Domitian (last decade of the first century), or 
Trajan (first decade of the second century). 
Only the first of these coincides with Petrine 
authorship. 
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harmonious support to the tradition. Certainly there 
is no weighty evidence whatever to deny Roman provenance. 
And although the various aspects of the affirmative 
testimony can scarcely be regarded as absolutely con-
clusive, the cumulative effect is quite convincing. 
The Place of Mark in the Early Church.- In chapters 
I and II there has already been discussed the testimony 
of early Church writers relative to the origin of the 
second gospel. Aside from this testimony further 
evidence bearing upon the Petrine tradition is to be 
found in the way in which those same writers, and 
others still earlier, made use of the gospel in their 
undertakings. 
Of extreme significance in this connection is the 
now well-established fact that of the "many" narratives 
known to have existed in the last quarter of the t1rat 
century (Luke 1:1), it was the gospel according to Mark 
which recommended itself most highly to the authors of 
the first and third gospels. 1 So great was the esteem 
of these writers for Mark that they used it, not 
- - - - - - - - - - - -
------ - - - - -
1. See the section on the priority of Mark earlier 
in the present chapter. 
h' ( 
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sparingly, but with surprising completeness. Matthew 
reproduces approximately ninety percent of Mark, and 
Luke a little more than half. 1 Of the 109 literary 
units in Mark, Matthew and Luke together include all 
but six. This use of the second gospel is not restricted 
to subject matter alone; actual words are also taken 
over bedily. It is estimated that the majority of Mark's 
words are reproduced by Matthew and Luke, either alter-
nately or both together. 2 The same is true with regard 
to order. In general it is Mark's sequence of events 
that determines the progress of the other gospels. 
Dodd writes that "even in the Fourth Gospel, 
which offers at first sight a totally different 
arrangement of events, the influence of the 
Marean order can be recognized."3 
How is this high regard for Mark to be explained? 
Undoubtedly the intrinsic value of the second gospel was 
recognized by the later evangelists, and this must have 
been responsible, in considerable degree, for their 
selection. It is reasonable to suppose, however, that 
in a time when some eyewitnesses still lived and the 
"living voice" still dominated, these writers would 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. These figures are supported by Streeter, FG, 
pp. 151 - 162. 
2. Ibid., p. 151 and p. 160. 
3. Dodd, FGN, P• 396. 
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require at least some authoritative figure to stand 
behind a source so fully used, in order to authenti-
cate the contents. Some such view as that expressed 
by Manson helps greatly to explain the choice: "The 
place given by St. Matthew and St. Luke to Mark is 
easily understood if they knew that it was really the 
testimony of Peter which lay before them."1 Certainly 
the account of Mark's origin as expressed by the Petrine 
tradition provides a thoroughly reasonable and intel-
ligible explanation of the procedure followed by 
Matthew and Luke. 
The idea of a Proto-Luke as advocated by 
Streeter2 and Taylor3 tends to reduce the Markan 
influence in the third gospel. This theory is 
not yet generally accepted, however. Creed, 
Clarke, Goguel, and Scott, among others, present 
evidence denying its validity.4 But even 1f the 
hypothesis of a Proto-Luke be adopted, Luke's 
estimation of the second gospel is in no wise 
altered; for, accord1ng : to the theory, Luke was 
so greatly impressed by it when it reached him 
that he rewrote and revised his own gospel in 
order to include Markan material. 
The fact that a number of the early Church Fathers 
fail to indicate acquaintance with the gospel of Mark 
- - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Manson, TJ, p. 23. 
2. Streeter, FG, chapter VIII. 
3. Taylor, BTG. 
4. Creed, RBTG, p. 200f.; Clarke, RBTG 1 p. 48; Goguel, LM, p. 39; Scott, NCG, p. l49f. 
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and that others place it in a secondary position pro-
vides evidence of a different sort. Clement of Rome 
might be expected to reflect some knowledge of the 
gospel if the Petrine tradition be true. He fails to 
do so, however, in any definite way. 
·clement makes no reference to Mark. Only 
a few quotations are in any way similar to 
Markan passages. Compare Clement, I Cor. 23 
with Mk. 4:28f.; Clement, I Cor. 15 with Mk. 
7:6 (where the quotation of Is. 29:13 resembles 
Mk. mqre than the LXX); and Clement, I Cor. 46 
with Mk. 14:21. 
Ignatius, Polycarp, Barnabas, the Dldache, the so-
called Second Epistle of Clement, the Epistle of 
Diognetus, and the Martyrdom of Polycarp likewise 
omit references to the gospel. As Swete suggests, 
however, "it is doubtful whether the earliest post-
apostolic writers of the Church made use of written 
Gospels at all. 111 Justin Martyr, as already seen, 
mentions the gospel, 2 and the Shepherd of Hermas begins 
to show its influence.3 Irenaeus does quote Mark 
- - - -
1. Swete, GaM, p. xxxlv. This statement is in 
complete agreement with previously made obser-
vations that among many persons written reports 
were regarded as secondary to oral accounts 
and traditions. 
2. See page 52f. 
3. Compare Herm. elm. 1x,20 with Mk. l0:23f; 
~· mand. 11~w1th Mk. 3:29. 
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verbatim. 1 
As time passed, the gospel of Mark, more and 
more, was retired to a secondary position among the 
gospels, and was mentioned and quoted with far less 
frequency. Victor of Antioch (450 A.D.) was unable 
to find a single commentary on Mark, though he knew 
of many on Matthew and John, and some on Luke. And 
although the western Church regarded the gospels as 
written in the order of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John, 
yet these documents, until Jerome's Vulgate, were 
officially placed in the sequence Matthew, John, Luke, 
and Mark.2 Furthermore, the very form in which Mark 
now appears 11 ie a token of this disesteem. Had ita 
original form been acceptable the second century 
would hardly have allowed it to circulate in a mutil-
ated edition, either wholly without an ending, or 
suppli~d with one manufactured for the purpose, or 
compiled of other Gospe1a."3 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Compare Iren. iv,6,6 with Mk. 1:24; i,3,3, with 
5:31; v,l3,1 with 5:41,43; iii,l6,5 with 8:31; 
111,18,6 with 8:38; 1v,37,5 with 9:23; 11,32,1 
with 9:44; i,21,3 with 10:38; 1i,28,6 with 13:32; 
111,10,6 with 16:19. 
2. Monarch1an Prologues; see Streeter, FG, p. 11 
for further discussion at this point. 
3. Bacon, GOM, P• 27. 
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All of this may seem to serve as a denial of the 
Petrine tradition, for one might suppose that a docu-
ment having the authentication of the apostle Peter 
would stand in a position second to none; since it 
did occupy a subordinate place, the testimony of 
Papias and the rest must be false. In reality, how-
ever, the recognition of this comparative disesteem 
makes the inclusion of Mark in the official canon of 
the Church all the more significant. The apparent 
disregard for Mark is to be explained, not as due to 
inferior authentication, but on wholly different 
grounds. For all practical purposes and usages the 
other gospels were clearly more convenient and more 
desirable. They possessed a form and style that was 
more correct and developed. They included practically 
all the narratives that Mark contained, and much 
discourse material besides. The first and fourth 
gospels bore apostolic names. The surprising fact, 
in view of these circumstances, is that Mark survived 
at all. Even such an important document as Q failed 
to be preserved, although it too may possibly have 
1 originated within the apostolic circle. The most 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Concerning Matthew and Q see page 42. 
1 
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logical explanation for Mark's survival and inclusion 
in the canon appears to be that the Petrine tradition 
was so persistent, so universally accepted, and so 
well attested that the gospel of Mark, even though 
secondary in style, size, and title, could not be 
forgotten or put aside. 11 It was saved from exclusion, 
and perhaps from oblivion, by the connexion of its 
writer with St. Peter. Thus its position in the 
primitive canon bears witness to a general and early 
conviction that it was the genuine work of the 
interpres Petri. 111 
Is the Canonical Mark the Document Named in the Petrine 
Tradition?- In the previous discussions it has been 
assumed that Papias and the other witnesses to the 
Petrine tradition offered their testimony in reference 
to the document now known as the canonical gospel of 
Mark. It has been taken for granted that this gospel 
was the one whose contents they described as originating 
out of the preaching of Peter. It 1s necessary here 
to consider that assumption. 
The need for clarification at this point is at 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Swete, GSM, p. xxxii. 
---- ---------------------------- --------- -~ 
- - --- - __ ___:,;;~ 
once apparent. The next chapter is to consider the 
question of Petrine influence in the second gospel. 
This is an intelligible procedure, of course, only if 
it be recognized that this document is indeed the one 
for which the early writers .claimed Petrine authority. 
Consideration will be given, similarly, to the matter 
of personal relationship between Peter and Mark: Is 
it reasonable to believe that the two were associated 
in the manner described by the Petrine tradition? 
This question has significance only if it was Mark's 
gospel for which the authority of Peter was attested. 
The problem here involves, in reality, only the 
identification of the gospel referred to by Papias. 
All the later witnesses to the Petrine tradition pro-
vide unmistakable evidence that the document they 
ascribe to Mark at least very closely resembles the 
canonical Mark. Justin Martyr seems to have known 
1 it; and, as already observed, Irenaeus quotes it in 
2 
numerous instances. After Irenaeue there can be no 
doubt that the references are to the second gospel. 
Papias is the sole witness whose testimony may be 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Justin Martyr, Dialogue c. Trypho, civ. 
2. See page 123. 
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regarded as uncertain in this respect. Since Papias 
is the first to voice the Petrine tradition, however, 
it is of the utmost importance to identify the gospel 
he knew and ascribed to Mark. 
Until the year 1832 no one questioned the assump-
tion that Papias was speaking of the canonical gospel. 
In that year Schleiermacher expressed wonder that 
doubts bad not long since been raised. During the past 
century a number of scholars have taken up Schleier-
macher's challenge, and have brought forward a number 
of suggestions. 
The chief cause for the uncertainty of the past 
century is the assertion that the second gospel does 
not lend itself to Papias' criticism of r~s~s (order). 
It is claimed that when Papias described Mark's work 
, , , 
as having been written ov~~ ~~~~' he must have 
had in mind some document possessing far less "order" 
than the present gospel reveals. The order in the 
canonical gospel does provide for a "plain straight-
forward story."1 As Dodd points out, a similar order, 
in skeleton at least, is to be found in the speeches 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Manson, TJ, p. 23. 
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of Acts. 1 In general, also, Mark's order agrees with 
that which appears in Q and L. 2 This high type of 
reasonable and logical order is confirmed by verbal 
analysis. "When we come to examine important words 
and phrases closely, we find in Mark a certain con-
sistency and order in the way in which they make their 
appearance or drop into the background: and this order 
and consistency suggest, if they do not compel, the 
inference that Mark gives the teaching in something 
very like the original order."3 
Manson makes much of arguments based upon 
the use of words. He shows how the phrase, 
"Son of Man, 11 for example, appears 14 times in 
Mark; but only two of these occur before the 
account of Peter's confession, "and these are 
just the two where a non-messianic interpreta-
tion are possible."4 Similar order is suggested 
by Mark's use of the expressions "Father" and 
"Kingdom of God."5 
It may be added, furthermore, that Mark's order was 
so highly regarded by Matthew and Luke that these 
evangelists followed it with noteworthy persistence.6 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Acts 10:37ff.; 13:23-31; 1:22; 2:22f.; 
3:13ff.; Dodd, FGN. 
2. See Manson, TJ, pp. 3lff. 
3. Manson, TJ, p. 24. 
4. Ibid., p. 24. 
5. Ibid., p. 24f. 
6. The influence of Mark's order upon other gospels 
has been mentioned briefly on page 120. 
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Since it "obtained a practically unrivalled predomin-
ance, no other narrative can have been known from 
which a more historical sequence could be derived on 
first hand, or apostolic authority. 111 
Cadbury, following Wrede, on the other 
hand, contends that Mark's outline is unhistor-
ical. The author may have combined and edited 
authentic material, but he did eo according to 
hie own theories and conceptions. "If there 
is any scheme in the gospel, any development 
or progression," he says, ''it is Mark's and 
not a residue of a primitive tradition."2 Dodd, 
however, thinks it likely "that in addition to 
materials in pericopic form, Mark had an out-
line, itself also traditional, to which he 
attempted to work, with incomplete success. 11 3 
It is true that the progression of events and 
ideas, as they appear in the second gospel, present 
a total picture that agrees quite generally with the 
order that seems to be supplied by other documents. 
It is true, also, that Mark's presentation offers a 
sequence which in itself is reasonable: the contact 
with John the Baptist, the Galilean ministry, the 
departure from Galilee, the journey to Jerusalem, the 
Confession of Peter at Caesarea Philippi, the trial, 
death, and burial. But, as Ropes suggests, "apart 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Bacon, GOM, p. 11. 
2. Cadbury, BJG, p. 87. 
3. Dodd, FGN, p. 399. 
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from these and similar obvious and necessary relations 
of order, the incidents give but little indication of 
resting on any firm foundation of underlying sequence. ul 
The gospel may indeed offer an entirely logical order 
as to the general treatment of events, and yet at the 
same time indicate that the . individual stories and 
incidents constitute "a collection of vignettes 112 
connected in a manner that is largely artificial. The 
, J. , 
frequent use of eve1vs , for example, "produces an 
illusory impression that the scenes are all closely 
connected in time and space,"3 but this may be, in 
reality, "a mere habit of style." While the form-
geschichtliche school of criticism undoubtedly errs 
in carrying too far its explanation of the phenomena, 
yet in its perception of the fragmentary character of 
the gospel it is rendering a significant service in 
behalf of the Petrine tradition, for it is lending 
strong support to the belief that Mark "is a series 
of roughly arranged sketches or reminiscences, exactly 
as Papias describes it. 114 
1. Ropes, SG, p. 8. 
2. Streeter, in Sanday, SSP, p. 220. 
3 . Ibid. , p. 2 20 • 
4. Ibid., p. 220. 
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The distinction between "order" in the sense of 
general outline, on the one hand, and "order" in the 
sense of consecutive and closely connected incidents, 
on the other, must clearly be seen. In the previous 
analysis of the Papias testimony1 it has already been 
observed that the latter type of order might reason-
ably be meant. Hence, while some may agree, with 
Manson, that "the charge is unfounded, so far ••• as 
the main outlines of the Marean story are concerned,"2 
, 
yet Papias' description of Mark's composition as ov 
p:YroG ,...;_gu may, and undoubtedly does, refer to the 
/ 
second canonical gospel. In so far as the literary 
style and structure are concerned, the criticism of 
Papias may obviously apply to it. 
J~licher, incidentally, has claimed that 
even if the criticism of Papias should be in-
correct it is not thereby disproved that the 
second gospel is meant; nor does it follow that 
the fundamental proposition of the Petrine tradi-
tion is thereby invalidated. 11 Papias's account 
of Mark's procedure is, in my opinion, psycho-
logically untenable, 11 he wri tea. "In reality 
Mark has the best T~sts of all the evangelists, 
for, broadly speaking, the life of Jesus did 
unfold itself in the way in which Mark describes 
1t • • • • But Pap1as's mistake 1s one of judg-
ment only, and does not in the least affect the 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Pages 30ff. 
2. Manson, TJ, p. 26. 
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fact attested by him: that John Mark wrote a 
Gospel founded on reminiscences of the Petrine 
circle~WI -- -- ---
Although the second gospel may thus properly be 
identified with the composition referred to by Papias, 
several New Testament scholars have suggested that 
other documents might have been meant by him. Among 
second century writers there appears to be mentioned 
and quoted as of equal authority with the canonical 
gospels a document known as the Preaching of Peter 
( K~fv~84 ~:;oo v ). 2 The title of the work might suggest 
that it was this to which Papias referred. But Eueebius, 
in the fourth century, also found the document still 
in use. He regards it, along with II Peter, as of 
doubtful authenticity.3 The fact that this work 
survived along with Mark at least until the time of 
Eusebius provides weighty evidence that Papias could 
not have had it in mind. Had he been describing the 
Preaching of Peter in such terms ae he used, it is 
extremely unlikely that the second gospel could have 
superseded it as long as it was known. No recent 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
l. JUlicher, INT, p. 318f. 
2. See Clement of Alexandria, Strom., i,29; vi, 
5,6,15. 
3. Eusebius, HE, iii,3,2. 
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scholar seriously regards it as the object of Papias' 
remarks. 
Greater support is to be found for the attempt 
to identify the document named by Papias with an 
"Ur-Marcus," an earlier form of Mark no longer extant. 
Ct?-apter VI is to deal more f .ully with the Ur-Marcus 
hypotheses which have been proposed, but a few brief 
comments may be made here. It must be stated, first 
of all, that the supporters of the Ur-Marcus idea by 
no means reach any noteworthy degree of unanimity in 
their understanding of Papias. Weizs~cker and Scholten, 
followed by Goguel, 1 for example, have contended that 
Papias referred neither to our Mark nor to the Ur-
Marcus. Others, including J. Weiss, Meyer, and 
Klostermann, have believed that "kein Grund sei, der 
una veranlasst, die Marcus-Schrift dee Johannes und 
Papias fUr eine andere zu erklMren, ale unser zweites 
Evangelium." 2 Still others, such as Schleiermacher, 
Renan, s. Davidson, Wendt, and von Soden, have urged 
that the Papias tradition refers definitely "to the 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1.· Goguel, LM. 
2. Klostermann, Das Marcue-Evangelium nach se1nen 
Quellenwerth fUr die evangelische GeSChichte, 
p. 341f.; see Weiffenbach, PF, p. ;. 
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rougher notes of the Ur-Marcus. 111 Moffatt 1s one of 
the strongest supporters of this view. All of the 
above writers accept the fundamental tenets of the 
Ur-Marcus hypothesis, but they thus fail to agree in 
their understanding of Papias' mention. Only a part 
of them identify their hypothetical document with 
that which is named by Papias. 
Furthermore, the theory of an Ur-Marcus has by 
no means been proved. Certainly the idea is not 
universally accepted by present-day scholarship. As 
shall be observed in the more thorough discussion in 
chapter VI, until more conclusive evidence 1s pre-
sented in its support the hypothesis may well be 
rejected. 
Altogether, the contentions that Papias could 
not have referred to the second gospel must be denied. 
This document appears to agree with his description 
in an entirely satisfactory way. The criticism of 
"order" is completely justified when the correct 
meaning of T~§ts is understood. The suggested alter-
natives, furthermore, do not recommend themselves 
convincingly. Thus, while one may not care to go so 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Moffatt, ILNT, p. 192. 
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far as Ropes and assert that there can be "no question" 
as to Papias' reference, 1 yet the preponderance of 
evidence certainly favors the conclusion that the 
document mentioned by Papias is to be identified with 
the canonical gospel of Mark. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Ropes, SG, p. 106. 
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CHAPTER IV: PETER 
The consideration concerning the validity of the 
Petrine tradition involves two particular problems 
relative to the person of Peter. (1) Does the history 
of Peter's life and activity allow his association 
with John Mark as indicated in the testimony for the 
tradition? Is there evidence to support the claim 
that Mark was a hearer of the apostle's preaching? 
Could Mark have served as the latter's 11 interpreter11 ? 
(2) Is there evidence of special Petrine influence in 
the gospel of Mark? Do the contents of the gospel 
give the impression of originating with Peter? 
Both of these problems are of vital significance. 
If the alleged relationship between Mark and Peter 
could not have occurred, the tradition 1s at once in-
validated. If, on the other hand, the relationship 
actually existed, then the probability of the tradi-
tion's accuracy is greatly enhanced, for a tradition 
thus far correct may reasonably be expected to rest 
upon reliable foundations. Furthermore, the very 
fact of association, together with the additional 
fact of Peter's prominence, would combine to suggest 
136 
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that the traditional account of the gospel's origin 
is not only intelligible, but even describes a phenom-
enon that might well be expected. 1 The matter of 
Petrine influence in the gospel provides evidence that 
is particularly direct, for the discovery of such in-
fluence would definitely bespeak the essential validity 
of the tradition. 
Peter and John Mark.- In discussing the relationships 
between Peter and Mark, two localities, Jerusalem and 
Rome, must be considered. If Peter and Mark were ever 
together in any other place, all mention of that fact 
has been lost. 
That the apostle and the evangelist enjoyed 
certain associations together in Jerusalem is well 
attested. Particularly important is Acts 12:12, where 
it is reported that upon release from prison Peter 
immediately "came to the house of Mary the mother of 
John whose surname was Mark. 11 Here "many were gathered 
together and were praying. 11 Obviously the "house of 
Mary" was a meeting place for the early Christians of 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Streeter, FG, p. 497. 
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1 the city. Mark, a member of the household, must have 
witnessed many such gatherings, and upon numerous 
occasions unquestionably heard Peter preach to the 
persons assembled there. It has even been held that 
the "house of Mary 11 had become the home of Peter while 
he was in Jerusalem, 2 although it has also been 
supposed that Peter possessed his own dwelling.3 In 
any case Peter frequented the home of Mark, and un-
doubtedly hie preaching had often been heard in that 
place. 
There is some evidence that Peter may have had 
a part in the conversion of Mark. The reference to 
"Mark my son" in I Peter 5:13 is frequently said to 
mean spiritual sonship such as might be thought of as 
relating the one who had brought about conversion to 
the convert h1mself. 4 On the other hand, the reference 
in I Peter may suggest that Mark was regarded by Peter 
as his disciple. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. In all probability it was the scene of the Last 
Supper. See Mark 14:13ff., and Zahn, !NT, vol. 
II, p. 493. 
2. Salmond, "The Gospel of Mark," Hastings, Dic-
tionary of the Bible, vol. III. 
3. Zahn, INT: vol. II, p. 493. 
4. See Salmond, 11 The Gospel of Mark, 11 Hastings, 
Dictionary_Ef the Bible, vol. III. 
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Swete admits the possibility that Peter 
was responsible for the conversion of Mark and 
his mother, but adds: "Yet o vios ~ does not 
involve spiritual relationship of'this kind, 
which is more naturally expressed, as in the 
Pauline Epistles, by reK Yo Y (of. I Cor. 4:17; 
Phil. 2:22; Philem. 10; I Tim. 1:2,18; II T1m. 
1:2; 2:1; Tit. 1:4). Rather it is the affec-
tionate designation of a former pupil, who as 
a young disciple must often have sat at his 
feet to be catechised and taught the way of th 
Lord, and who had come to look upon hie mother's 
old friend and teacher as a second father, and1 to render to him the offices of filial piety." 
At all events, the words "my son" are entirely 
in accord with the representation in Acts 12:12. 
The period of Mark's association with Peter 
·extends definitely, of course, only until the time 
when Mark became the companion of Paul and Barnabas 
for the beginning of the first missionary journey 
(Acts 12:25). Although Mark returned to Jerusalem 
after his desertion (Acts 13:13), he did not remain 
there long, for he soon joined Barnabas again and 
with him "sailed away unto Cyprus" (Acts 15:39). For 
more than a decade after the crucifixion of Jesus, 
however, Mark had been near Peter in Jerusalem, and 
during that time had ample opportunity to hear the 
preaching and teaching of that apostle. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Swete, GSM, p. xxf. 
-t-!----
-- --
----- - --------~-- ---- ------
- -- --- ------
------
If the testimony of Papias means only that Mark 
c , 
was Peter's ~?YEV~1s in the sense that in the writing 
of his gospel he thus "became the interpreter of the 
mind and point of view of St. Peter , 111 it is possible 
to suppose that the necessary information could have 
been learned from Peter during the period of their 
common residence in Jerusalem. If the idea of "trans-
later" is involved, however, consideration must be 
given to their association and activity in the city of 
Rome, for it is impossible to accept the view of 
Schlatter that in Jeru·salem Peter required the services 
of one who could translate his Aramaic discourses into 
Greek for the benefit of the Hellenistic portion of 
the Jerusalem church. 2 Certainly, also, the later 
witnesses to the Petrine tradition testify to the 
common Roman activity. The conditions specified in 
the tradition, therefore, can only be fully satisfied 
by a period of association and activity in Rome . 
That Mark undoubtedly visited Rome and resided 
there has already been shown in the discussion relative 
-------
1. See page 29. 
2. Schlatter, Die Kirche von Jerusalem vom J . 
10 - 130, p:-52; see Zahn, INT, vol.-rl,-p. 
'Zi54. -
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to the provenance of the gospel. Was Peter also there? 
It is with this question that further consideration 
must be concerned. 
Since numerous volumes have been devoted 
to the problem of Peter's presence in Rome, a • 
thorough and complete presentation of all phases l1 
of the evidence, both positive and negative, can 
obviously not be included here. It must suffice 
to indicate the early tradition regarding the 
matter and to suggest the general attitude held 
by recent scholars. 
If the First Epistle of Peter is an authentic 
document it must be dated during the Neronian perse-
1 eution, 64- 67 A.D., and hence provides the earliest 
testimony as to Peter's residence in Rome. The writer 
clearly indicates that he is writing in that city, for 
"Babylon" (5:13) is now generally accepted as a sym-
bolical term for Rome. Even if the Epistle be regarded 
as the work of some Christian writing under Peter's 
name during a later period of persecution, 2 it still 
offers relatively early support for the idea that the 
apostle was there. "If he was not in Rome, something 
is required - supposing the Epistle not to be authentic -
to account for the belief that he was."3 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See pp. 118ff. 
2. See footnote on page . ll8. 
3. c ile, ISNT, p. 36. 
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It is not impossible to believe that John 21:18f. 
may rest upon a knowledge of Peter's martyrdom at 
Rome: "but when thou shalt be old, thou shalt stretch 
forth thy hands, and another shall gird thee, and 
carry thee whither thou wouldest not. Now this he 
spake, signifying by what manner of death he should 
glorify God." Similarly, the reference to 11 ye apostles" 
in Revelation 18:20 may conceivably refer to the deaths 
of Peter and Pau1. 1 Although the second of these 
passages appears in a chapter dealing with Rome ( 11 Baby-
lon"), neither definitely specifies any location. This 
fact, together with the vagueness in both cases, forbids 
the attaching of much weight to the references. 
Outside of the New Testament the earliest relevant 
testimony is that of Clement of Rome (c. 96 A.D.): 
"Peter, through unrighteous envy, endured not one or 
two, but numerous labours; and when he had at length 
suffered martyrdom, departed to the place of glory 
due to him. n2 This 11 C'ertainly does imply that Peter 
- - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - - -
1. In reply to the claim that 11 apostles" is here 
used in a broader sense, as in the Didache, it 
may be said that this certainly is not so in 
Rev. 21: 14. 
2. Clement, First Epistle to the Corinthians, ch. 
5; Ante-NTCene Fathers,-vo~I, p. 11. 
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had been in Rome and that he had suffered martyrdom 
there,"1 for uit is impossible that the early Church 
could have known of the death of Peter and Paul with-
2 
out knowing where they died." Since no opposing 
tradition appears to have been known, Clement of Rome 
must be regarded as in agreement with later writers. 
It may also be pointed out that the statement of 
Clement is hardly definite enough to have created a 
legend. The testimony seems to rest upon information 
rather generally known. 
Ignatius, at the beginning of the second century, 
writes to the church at Rome: "I do not, like Peter 
and Paul, issue commandments unto you. They are 
apostles, but I am one condemned; they indeed are 
free, but I am a slave, even until now. 113 As Light-
foot has said: "The words o~X ,:;s 7r:yos K~~ 7T~vAos 
b~o£'T~o-cro,u~~~;.L JP.-;., gain force, as addressed to the Romans, 
7 4 
if we suppose both Apostles to have preached in Rome." 
McGiffert, more recently, adds that this excerpt in 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. McG1ffert, AA, P• 591. 
2. Note on Eusebius, HE, i1,25, in Nicene and Poat-
N1-cene Fathers, vol. I, p. 129. 
3. Ignatius, Epistle to the Romans, ch. 4; Ante-
Nicene Fatnere, vor. r:--p. 74. l1 
4. Lightfoot, DAA, p. 117. 
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the letter to the Romans "has no meaning unless Peter 
had preached to them as well as Paul."1 
Dionysius (c. 170 A.D.), bishop of Corinth, in a 
letter also addressed to the Christians at Rome writes 
as follows: "You have thus by such an admonition bound 
together the planting of Peter and of Paul at Rome and 
Corinth. For both of them planted and likewise taught 
us in our Corinth. And they taught together in like 
manner in Italy, and suffered martyrdom at the same 
time. 112 
In stating that Peter, as well as Paul, 
"planted and likewise taught" in Corinth, 
Dionysius undoubtedly is in error. The mistake 
may be accounted for as due partly to I Cor. 1:12 
and 3:22, where Paul mentions a Cephas party, and 
partly to the natural desire of the Corinthians 
(including Dionysius himself) to claim the _, 
personal presence of one whose prominence might 
be expected to lend prestige to the local com-
munity and church. In any case it is certain 
that Peter had no part in the founding of the 
church at Corinth. Paul was responsible for 
that (Acts 18). It is not impossible, on the 
other hand, that Peter visited Corinth on hie 
journey to Rome, and that this gave rise to the 
idea of his ministry there. 
Dionysius is the first to connect chronologically the 
- - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. McGiffert, AA, p. 591. 
2. Dionysius of Corinth, Epistle to the Romans, 
quoted by Eusebius, HE, v1,25; Nicene and Post-
Nicene Fathers, vol. I, p. 130. 
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the deaths of Peter and of Paul. Later the practice 
became more common. 
Irenaeus (180 - 190 A.D.) writes that Matthew 
produced a gospel "whilst Peter and Paul proclaimed 
the gospel and founded the church at Rome. 111 Irenaeus 
had visited Rome, and his list of Roman bishops suggests 
that he had access to official documents. 
Clement of Alexandria (c. 190 A.D.) voices the 
tradition by stating that Peter had "preached the word 
publicly at Rome." 2 
After the end of the second century the tradition 
placing Peter in Rome is frequently mentioned. As 
might be expected, there appear no contrary traditions 
whatever. 
The question as to the duration of Peter's ministry 
in Rome is a matter of greater uncertainty. Jerome 
(c. 397 A.D.) writes: "Simon Peter ••• pushed on to 
Rome in the second year of Claudius to overthrow Simon 
Magus, and held the sacerdotal chair there for twenty-
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Irenaeus, Adv. Ha~., i1i,1; quoted by Eusebius, 
HE, v ,8. --
2. Clement, The Books of the HypStZPoeee; Ante-
N1cene Fathers, vol:-II,p. 5 O. ~ passage 
1e quoted by Euseb1us, HE, vi,l4. 
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five years until the last, that is the fourteenth, 
year of Nero. "1 The report of the meeting between 
Peter and Simon Magus is clearly 11 a poet-apostolic 
legend." 2 The idea of a Roman residence which con-
tinued for twenty-five years is also obviously false,3 
for Peter is known to have been in Palestine until a 
comparatively late date. In 44 A.D. he was in Jeru-
salem (Acts 12:3). In 51 A.D. he was also there (Acts 
15). A little later he appeared in Antioch (Gal. 2: 
llff.). 4 Nor is it likely that Peter was in Rome 
when Paul wrote his letter to the Christiane there, 
for it is impossible to believe that the latter could 
have ignored completely the presence of Peter among 
them.5 Likewise 1t is improbable that Peter had 
reached the city by the time when Paul wrote his 
Imprisonment Letters, else some mention of that fact 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Jerome, de vir. ill., i; Nicene and Post-Nice~ 
Fathere,-vo~Irr:-p. 361. 
2. Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, vol. III, p. m:--
3. It undoubtedly grew out of a statement by Justin 
Martyr (Eusebius, HE, 1i,l3} that Simon Magus 
came to Rome during the reign of Claudius. 
4. Such references as these prove beyond all doubt 
that the statement of Acts 12:17 ("And he de-
parted and went to another place") cannot possibly 
refer to Peter's leave-taking for Rome. 
5. See Romans l:llff.; 15:22ff. 
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would have been included among the salutations and 
greetings (Phil. 4:21; Col. 4:10-17; Philem. 23). 
Peter seems also to be absent from Rome 
at the t1me of the writing of II Timothy. It 
has been suggested, however, that he had only 
temporarily removed himself, perhaps to Jeru-
salem, in order to arrange for a successor to 
James, who had been martyred. 
Thus Jerome's account of a twenty-five year episcopate 
is wholly unreliable. Just how long the earlier 
writers thought Peter to have resided in Rome is a 
fact impossible to determine, for they offer no sug-
gestions upon the subject. 
The tradition does not involve the problem 
concerning the founding of the Roman church. A 
recent suggestion, however, may be noted in 
passing. It is Barton's belief "that Andronicus 
and Junias were the first Christians .to make 
their way to Rome and that it was they who were 
the founders of the Church at Rome."l This fact 
is thought to lie behind Paul's reference to 
them as "of note among the apostles" (Rm. 16:7). 
All the witnesses, however, agree that the closing 
years of Peter's life were spent in the Eternal City. 
Since no statement can be found to the contrary, upon 
their testimony must be placed the stamp of reliability. 
As KcG1ffert writes, "the hon'or 1n which Peter' e memory 
was universally held by the Christians of Rome, and the 
- - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Barton, WFCR, p. 361. 
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way in Which his ·figure overshadowed that of Paul, can· 
hardly be explained ·on merely dogmatic grounds. Nothing 
less than his leadership and personal domination in the 
Roman church can account for the result."1 
Among recent scholars Lietzmann has without doubt 
devoted the most thorough investigation to the subject. 
Basing his conclusions upon a comprehensive study of 
the liturgy and archaeology of Roman Christendom, he 
writes as follows: 
"Alle M.ltesten Quellenaussagen aus der 
Zeit um 100 werden clar und leicht verst~ndlich, 
passen gut in den Zusammenhang und stimmen 
zueinander bet der von 1hnen deutlich nahe-
gelegten Annahme, dass Petrus in Rom geweilt 
habe und daselbst den MM.rtyrertod gestorben 
set.2 Jede andere Vermutung ~ber das Ende des 
Petrus schafft Schw1er1gke1t auf Schw1er1gke1t 
und kann nie auch nur eine e1nz1ge Quelle ale 
positive St~tze fUr etch anftlhren. Es 1st mir 
unerfindlich, wte man angesichts dieses Tat-
bestandes mit der Entscheidung schwanken kann."3 
In this way the aspect of the Petrine tradition 
which makes Mark the hearer and "interpreter" of 
Peter becomes credible. In Jerusalem for more than 
- - - - - - - - - - - - ------
1. McGiffert, AA, p. 59lf. 
2. Bacon, incidentally, agrees that the execution 
of Peter occurred at Rome, but insists that no 
Petrine ministry took place there. He thinks 
the latter belief to be due simply to the "doubt-
ful expression 'Babylon' of I Pt. 5:13" (GOM, 
ch. xxi). 
3. Lietzmann, PPR, p. 171. 
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a decade Mark was in a position to be a disciple of 
Peter and a hearer of his preaching. Both, also, were 
in Rome for at least a short time prio.r to Peter's 
martyrdom, and it is reasonable to believe that Mark 
may have acted as Peter's "interpreter" just as the 
tradition states. 
Petrine Influence in the Gospel.- If the second gospel 
constitutes material which the author derived from 
Peter, as the Petrine tradition reports, one naturally 
expects to find in the gospel certain indications of 
that fact, and also certain features which may be 
regarded as particularly characteristic of that source. 
It is the present aim, theref~re, to examine the con-
tents of Mark in order to ascertain whether or not 
evidences of Petrine influence are present in it. 
The first question to suggest itself is this: Is 
special mention of Peter included in Mark's gospel? 
Bacon asserts that there is not. "Sight by hypnotic 
suggestion has few more curious illustrations," he 
says, "than the discovery by writers under the spell 
of the Papias tradition of traces in Mark of special 
regard for Peter!"l In spite of Bacon's negative 
- - - - - - - - - -1. Bacon, BGS, p. xxv. 
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verdict, however, certain features may nevertheless 
be indicated which do seem to point in that direction. 
The public ministry of Jesus begins with the call of 
Peter (1:16ff.). One of the first acts of Jesus to 
be recorded is the healing of Peter's wife's mother 
(1:30f.), "surely mentioned because of his own grate-
ful remembrance of the incident."1 Peter is portrayed 
as the leader of a group of followers (1:36). He is 
the first to be named in the list of the twelve 
disciples (3:16). It is he who testifies to the 
messiahship of Jesus (8:29). In company with James 
and John upon the mount of Transfiguration it is he 
who acts as spokesman (9:5). Among the Twelve be is 
also portrayed as spokesman (8:32; 10:28; 11:21). At 
the Last Supper he draws aloof from the rest and 
professes his loyalty (14:29). Although James and 
John are present in Gethsemane it is only to Peter 
that Jesus speaks (14:37). He is especially named, 
although included also among "hie disciples," in the 
statement of the "young man 11 that Jesus "goeth before 
you into Galilee" ( 16: 7). These references to Peter 
are seen to be particularly significant when it is 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. JU11cher, INT, p. 319. 
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noted that no other disciple is given special attention 
in a degree that is at all comparable. ndrew, James, 
and John are included in the account of the 11 call 11 
(1:16,19). These three are also named with Peter upon 
two other occasions (1:29; 13:3). James and John 
appear with Peter more frequently (5:37; 9:2; 14:33), 
and with him are given special surnames (3:16f.). In 
addition to these references, where Peter is also in-
cluded, James and John are mentioned together only 
once (10:35ff.) and John alone only once (9:38). 
The significance to be attached to Mark's 
apparently special regard for Peter is or course 
tempered by the fact that other New Testament docu-
ments also ascribe particular importance to him. This 
might suggest that Mark's alleged interest in Peter 
is no greater than that of other writers, and the 
prominence accorded that apostle may thus be due to 
his actual position among the disciples, not to special 
concern for him on the part of Mark. 
That the other synoptiate also represent Peter 
as a leading figure cannot be denied. How their pres-
entation comparee with that or Mark must be considered. 
Apparently significant is the fact that in four places 
:........:..__-=:::::tl============= -- -- - --
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Matthew deliberately introduces Peter's name, -in 
the account of the walking on the water (14:28-31), 
the question concerning a parable of Jesus (15:15; 
compare Mk. 7:17), the story about the temple tax 
(17:24-27), and the question regarding forgiveness 
(18:21). Matthew also makes Peter the object of 
Jesus' words concerning the Church (16:17f.).1 On 
the other band, the first gosp&l in several instances 
tones down and even loses the vividness with which 
Mark depicts the position of Peter. Mark's statement 
that "Peter calling to remembrance sa1th unto him" 
(Mk. 11: 21) is "watered down" 2 to "the disciples saw 
and wondered" (Mt. 21:20). Where Mark names Peter, 
James, John, and Andrew (Mk. 13:3), Matthew bas simply 
11 the disciples" ( Mt. 24:3). While Matthew reproduces 
Mark's "saith unto Peter" in the Gethsemane account 
(Mt. 26:40; Mk. 14:37), yet the words "Simon, sleepest 
thou? couldest thou not watch one hour?" are replaced 
by a reply (in the plural) to all the disciples 
present: " bat, could ye not watch with me one hour? 11 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. This passage, however, doubtless represents a 
garbled transmission. 
2. Turner, SPNT, p. 69. 
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Luke twice adds Peter's name to Mark's account, - in 
the narrative of the woman with the issue of blood 
(8:45; compare Mk. 5:31) and in the report of the 
preparation for the Passover (22:8; compare Mk. 14:13),-
and four times introduces non-Markan material where 
Peter is named, - in his version of the call of the 
disciples (5:1-11), the saying about the faithful 
servant (12:41), the saying in connection with the 
foretelling of Peter's denial (22:3lf.), and the 
report of Jesus' appearance to Peter (24:34). The 
importance of Peter is also emphasized in the fourth 
gospel, in the Acts, and in the Pauline letters. 1 
Since sources other than Mark thus likewise seem 
to stress Peter's position among the disciples and 
apostles, too much significance must not be attached 
to the frequent references to him in the second gospel. 
The fact of Mark's priority, however, may possibly 
suggest that later writers simply followed Mark's 
example in this direction. If this be true, Peter's 
prominence in the second gospel may still be thought 
to indicate that the apostle stood in close relationship 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. A good review of Peter's place in these documents 
may be found in Turner, SPNT and SPSP. 
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to its author. In any case, even if one is not willing 
to admit that Mark devotes peculiar attention to Peter, 
the validity of the Petrine tradition is by no means 
thereby shadowed in doubt, for, as Burkitt asks, "why 
should a narrative founded upon Peter's reminiscences 
show special regard for Peter? 111 
An objection frequently raised against the Petrine 
tradition is that Mark does not portray Peter at his 
best. Would not an evangelist who had been a disciple 
and "interpreter" of the apostle offer a more favorable 
picture tha~ the gospel contains? It is true that 
I 
I. 
Peter, more than once, appears in a poor light. Mark's •I 
account includes, for example, his daring rebuke of 
Jesus and the resulting rebuke pronounced upon himself 
at the time of the Caesarea Philippi Confession (8:32f.). 
There is also reported hie presumption in claiming 
that he would remain faithful to the end though all 
others should 11 offend 11 ( 14: 29ff.), and the subsequent 
fact that he alone, in words at least, did deny his 
Lord (14:66ff.). Attention is called to his foolish 
remark on the mount of Transfiguration (9:5f.), and 
- - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Burkitt, ESLJ, p. 94f. 
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to certain other incidents, - his failure to remain 
watchful in Gethsemane (14:37), his attitude of pride 
for having "left all" for the sake of the Master 
( 10: 28), and Jesus' condemnation of that pride (10:31). 
Whereas none of the other gospels increases our infonna-
tion of Peter except in a favorable light, 1 he appears 
in Mark "seldom otherwise than for rebuke • 112 
It must be noted, however, that others 
besides Peter suffer similar rebuke, partly 
because of their "hardness of heart" and 
partly for different reasons. Others also 
are described as weak and as acting in an un-
worthy manner. See 3:20f.,31-35; 6:1-6; 
6:52; 7:18; 8:14-21; 9:18f.; 10:24,37,41; 
14:27-31,37-41,50,66-72. 
Similarly, Mark fails to mention some of Peter's greater 
deeds and some of the more important events in his life. 
He offers no detailed account of Peter's call (compare 
Lk. 5:1-11 with Mk. 1:16-18) nor of the giving of 
Peter's new name (compare Mt. 16:16-19 with Mk. 8:29). 
He omits the story of Peter's attempt to reach Jesus 
upon the water (compare Mt. 14:22-33 with Mk. 6:50b), 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Turner, SPNT, p. 68. It is Turner's opinion 
that John's statement concerning Peter's use 
of the sword (John 18:10) is not meant to dis-
parage, but is due simply to the writer's fond-
ness for detail and to his personal interest in 
Peter. 
2. Bacon, MONT, p. 164. 
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the narrative about the temple tax (Mt. 17:24-27), 
and Jesus' words of commendation at Caesarea Philippi 
( Mt. 16: 17-19). 
This inclusion of material which is unfavorable 
to Peter, and the omission of that which is compli-
1 
mentary, led Wellhausen to conclude that Mark thus 
had but little interest in the apostle. A number of 
more recent scholars, however, draw precisely opposite 
conclusions. Meyer writes: "Daraus zu folgern, dass 
Marcus f~r Petrus kein tieferes Interesse gehabt 
habe, · w~re nattirlich ganz verkehrt; wohl aber zeigt 
es, dass Petrus von diesen Dingen nichts erz~hlt, 
also sich durchaus nicht in den Vordergrund gedrHngt 
hat: er hat nur solche Vorggnge berichtet, die sich 
ihm eben dadurch unauslaschlich eingeprggt haben, 
dase in ihnen die eigene menschliche Schw~che gegen-
Uber der Herrlichkeit des Meisters lebendig zum 
Ausdruck kam und dass sie so zu dessen Verherrlichung 
beitragen." 2 This view appears to be especially 
reasonable when the gospel is thought of as derived 
principally from Peter's preaching, for even today 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. i ellhausen, Einleitung, vol. II, p. 155. 
2. Meyer, UAC, vol. I, P• 156f. 
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men who would testify to the supremacy and power of 
Christ do not seek to emphasize the ways in which 
they have been honored, but rather attempt to reveal 
1, how weak and erring men may become the recipients of 
divine blessings. The frank character of Mark's por-
trayal of Peter thus, instead of casting doubt upon 
the Petrine tradition, actually speaks strongly in 
its favor, for "all that we know both of human affec-
tion and of epitaphs, tends to suggest that St. Mark 
would have drawn a nobler picture of his spiritual 
father's early days had he felt free to do so - i.e. 
had not St. Peter himself desired the humiliating 
truth to be candidly recorded. 111 
This view is also held by Turner: 11 It is 
St. Peter himself who wished to put on record, 
side by side with his prerogative, the occasion 
of his failure."2 Turner believes, incidentally, 
that the lost ending o~ Mark contained, besides 
an appearance of the Risen Christ to Peter, a 
"confession by Peter of the Divine Sonship and 
a commission by Christ to His chief Apostle. 11 3 
Bacon interprets the unfavorable representa-
tion of Peter and the general picture of the 
disciples' obtuseness as "partly due, no doubt, 
to apologetic motives. The evangelist has to 
meet the objection, If Jesus was really the 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Graham, RGSM, P• 226. 
2. Turner, SPNT, p. 68. 
3. Ibid., p. 69. 
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extraordinary, superhuman being represented, 
and was openly proclaimed such by the evil 
spirits, why was nothing heard of his claims 
until after the crucifixion and alleged resur-
rection?"l 
Another feature in Mark sometimes mentioned as 
suggesting the inaccuracy of the Petrina tradition is 
the tendency to condemn Jewish ideas and institutions. 
The gospel includes the parable of the husbandmen, 
according to which the inheritance is to be taken 
away and given to others (12:1-12). It portrays the 
priests and the people as guilty of the death of Jesus 
(15:11-15,29-32). It represents Jesus as inviting 
publicans and sinners, rejecting fasts, deriding forms 
of Sabbath observance, condemning ideas of purifica-
tion and defilement, and expressing dissatisfaction 
with the Law of Moses {2:1- 3:6; 7:1-23; 10:2-9,19-21; 
12:28-34). Such examples as these are thought to 
make it difficult to believe that the evangelist's 
instructor and informer was the Jew, Peter. 2 It 
suffices to say, however, that even in earlier years 
Peter was learning and growing. He saw the vision 
on the housetop at Joppa (Acts 10:9-16); and after 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Bacon, MONT, P• 165. 
2. See Bacon, MONT, p. 166f. 
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the experience reported in Galatians 2 he could not 
have remained the same. He gradually rose above 
national and racial descrimination. 1 11 Had he not 
reached this position he could not have secured the 
confidence of the Christians of Rome and exerted the 
influence there that he did. 112 Paul, too, was a Jew, 
a Pharisee of the Pharisees (Acts 23:6), yet he became 
a mighty champion of a universal faith and brotherhood. 
Attention may now be directed to more positive 
evidences of Petrine influence in Mark. There are a 
few passages which seem to point directly to Peter as 
their source. There are numerous others which give 
the impression that the author stood in immediate 
relationship to an eyewitness. To recognize the 
influence of an eyewitness, however, is practically 
the same as recognizing the influence of Peter. Cer-
tainly no other apostle can be regarded as having 
been associated more closely with John Mark. No 
other eyewitness is related to him by tradition, nor 
is there any evidence to that effect in the gospel 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Even if he did not he was undoubtedly honest 
enough to tell of Jesus' attitude concerning 
such matters. 
2. McGiffert, AA, p. 605. 
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itself. Since Mark's home was evidently the scene 
of early Christian gatherings (Acts 12:12), he un-
doubtedly heard stories about Jesus from other lips 
than those of Peter; but there is absolutely nothing 
to suggest that the influence of anyone else even 
approached that of Peter. It is possible to believe, 
of course, that Mark may himself have witnessed some 
of the events occurring in and about Jerusalem. It 
is suggested that he, perhaps, was the "young man 11 
who "fled naked" in Getbsemane ( Mk. 14: 5lf.) , and 
that the Last Supper was held in the home of his 
parents (Mk. 14:13ff.).1 But the references pointing 
to an eyewitness include many descriptions of Galilean 
events, and Mark was not an observer in Galilee. Such 
references also include the description of experiences 
in which only Peter, James, and John (besides Jesus 
himself) participated. Hence the possibility that 
the author himself was the eyewitness may be granted 
in so far as certain Jerusalem scenes are concerned, 
- - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Zahn, particularly, has urged this view, believ-
ing that only such a situation would have enabled 
any "young man" to know the exact moment of 
Jesus' departure from the Supper and have induced 
him to follow the company into Gethsemane (!NT, 
p. 49lf.). 
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but for the most part such cannot have been the case. 
If the gospel reflects the influence of a particular 
eyewitness, that witness can be no one other than 
Peter. 
The influence of an eyewitness may be seen, first 
of all, in the effect produced by single words and 
phrases: K'U*d\.S (1:7), crxt'J#~Yovs (1:10) 1 erj::_).,),Et. 
(1:12) as over against Matthew's ~v?XB? and Luke's 
,, , Ll \ ,, ' " (l , " \ \ 1re-ro , €UC7VS yoc.s .2:£Y KO~p""'TTOY (2:12) 1 E7rE/3(!:..f\f\EY (I r 
and YJP-rSecr-B~c. (4:37), 7TjDI."lrd.:Twv ~'IT~ 'r?s. a$->...;.;.cra-qs 
( 6: 48) , 7rJJoa-w~M~a-B?a-~v ( 6: 53) , Kt>~$~s and o-7r~,o~§~s r r r 1 ( 9: 26) , 8E~t!II-V1"0)A.e"Yo-v and EijAAEt~IT~ ( 14:67) , etc. r 7 / 
The appearance of one word is particularly signifi-
cant. In 11:21 it is written that "Peter calling 
to remembrance saith II Turner makes the • • . . 
comment that "it is, by the way, extraordinarily 
t 11 , difficult to regard the word ~Y~v7a-oe~ in any other 
light than as the language of personal reminiscence; 
who but Peter would have noted that 'Peter remembered 
and said 1 ? 111 
These usages, and others like them, add such 
naive and yet such natural elements to the narratives 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Turner, SPNT, p. 68. 
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that they seem, of necessity, to come from one who 
had observed the incidents related. The same may be 
said of many somewhat fuller graphic details of gesture 
and movement. The gospel states that Jesus "came and 
took her by the hand, and raised her up" (1:31); he 
111 ooked round about on them with anger" ( 3: 5) ; he 
"turned him about in the crowd" (5:30); he "took the 
five loaves and the two fishes, and looking up to 
heaven, he blessed, and brake the loaves; and he gave 
to the disciples to set before them" (6:41); he was 
.,looking up to heaven" (7:34); he was "turning about" 
(8:33); he "sat down" (9:35); he ••took a little child, 
and set him in the midst of them, • • • taking him 
in his arms" ( 9: 36; compare 10: 16) ; he "1 ooked upon 
him" (10:21) and "looked round about" (10:23); he 
"entered into Jerusalem, into the temple; and when 
he had looked round about upon all things . . • he 
went out unto Bethany with the twelve" (11:11). 
James and John "left their father Zebedee in the boat 
with the hired servants, and went after him" (1:20). 
hen Jesus and his followers 11 were come out of the 
synagogue, they came into the house of Simon and 
Andrew" (1:29). "And they come to Jericho: and as 
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he went out from Jericho, ••• Bartimaeus, a blind 
beggar, was sitting by the way side" (10:46). 
-- -- --·-
There are graphic details of place: "And many 
were gathered together, so that there was no longer 
room for them, no, not even about the door" ( 2: 2); 
"and there is gathered unto him a very great multi-
tude, so that he entered into a boat, and sat in the 
sea; and all the multitude were by the sea on the 
land" (4:1); "and he himself was in the stern, asleep 
on the cushion" (4:38); "And he eat down over against 
the treasury" (12:41); "he eat on the mount of Olives 
over against the temple" (13:3); Peter "went out into 
the porch" (14:68); the centurion "stood by over 
against him" ( 15:39); "And entering into the tomb, 
they saw a young man sitting on the right side" (16:5). 
There are graphic details of time: "at even, 
when the sun did set" (1:32); "in the morning, a 
great while before day" ( 1: 35); "And it was the third 
hour" (15: 25); "And very early on the first day of 
the week, they come to the tomb when the sun was 
risen" ( 16 : 2) • 
There are precise statements as to numbers: "And 
they come, bringing unto him a man sick of the palsy, 
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borne of four" (2:3); "and the herd rushed down the 
steep into the sea, in number about two thous·and" 
(5:13); "And he calleth unto him the twelve, and began 
to send them forth by two and two" (6:7); "And they 
sat down in ranks, by hundreds and by fifties" (6:40) 
"And he took the five loaves and the two fishes" 
(6:41); "And they took up broken pieces, twelve basket-
fuls" (6:43). 
There are statements as to the reactions of the 
crowds and of the disciples: The people "were aston-
ished at his teaching" (1:22); "they were all amazed" 
(1:27 and 2:12); "many hearing him were astonished" 
(6:2). They "pressed upon him that they might touch 
him" (3:10); they were "thronging" him (5:31); ttAnd 
the people saw them going, • • • and they ran together 
there on foot from all th ci tie a, and outwent them" 
(6:33). The disciples "feared exceedingly" (4:41); 
"they were sore amazed in themselves" (6:51; compare 
10:24 and 10:32); "they were astonished exceedingly" 
( 10: 26) • 
It is difficult to account for such an abundance 
of detail except on the assumption that Mark stood 
near to an eyewitness, that is, to Peter. Some, ot 
,, 
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course, may be ascribed to the author's ability to 
paint a vivid picture. Many of the instances given, 
however, are too suggestive of actuality to be explained 
in this way. 
The use of the direct form of discourse points 
to an eyewitness: 4:39; 5:8; 5:12; 6:31; 9:25; etc. 
In practically all of these references Matthew and 
Luke change to the indirect form of discourse. (Only 
in one, 5:12, is the direct statement reproduced, and 
that by Matthew alone.)' 
The retention of Aramaic words and phrases 
uttered by Jesus seems to indicate that the author 
stood close to one who himself had heard them: Talitha 
cumi (5:41), Corban (7:11), Ephphatha (7:34), Abba 
(14:36), and Eloi, Eloi, lama sabachtbani (15:34). 
It has already been shown that the passages 
which reflect discredit on Peter can best be explained 
as due to Peter's own report. The same explanation 
appears to be necessary in connection with the accounts 
of those scenes at which only Peter, James, and John 
were present with Jesus. The distinctive features 
which characterize these accounts render it improbable 
that the reports reached the author in a round-about 
165 
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way. They seem to rest upon the information of a 
participant, and, as already seen, Peter is the only 
one of the three that can be considered. The passages 
especially significant in this regard are those deal-
ing with the raising of the daughter of Jairue 
(5:37-43), the Transfiguration (9:2-13), and the 
scene in Gethsemane (14:32-42). Such records as 
these can 11nur auf Petrus selbst zurtlckgehen."1 Par-
ticularly with regard to the Transfiguration, it is 
Meyer's opinion ~hat no writer, however great hie 
literary technique, could describe such a vision 
"wenn er eie nicht entweder selbst erlebt hat oder 
sie ihm von einem Beteiligten mit allen Detail erz~hlt 
ist."2 
The outline of Jesus' ministry may be said to 
suggest the authority of an eyewitness. As has pre-
viously been seen, Mark's general order of events is 
reasonable and logical; and it was so highly regarded 
that later writers relied heavily upon it. 3 Aside 
from the previous discussion of order, only one 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Meyer, UAC, vol. I, p. 149. 
2. Ibid., p. 155. 
3. It has also been seen that Papias' criticism 
of order referred to order of another kind. 
-----
additional point need be mentioned here. This is the 
decidedly 1n~erest1ng fact that in Mark's outline the 
distinction between the use 'of the names "Simon" and 
"Peter" is introduced at exactly the right point. 
Prior to the Confession at Caesarea Philippi the name 
"Simon 11 appears cons latently; "Peter" is used only 
once (3:16), and then in a list which gives the full 
identity of all the disciples. After the Confession 
"Peter" is the name that is given; "Simon" appears 
only once (14:37). This consistency serves to 
strengthen the claim that Mark's outline may well be 
based upon Petrine teach1ng. 1 "The ver1s1m111tude 
of the development of the ministry as given in Mark 
is a miracle of artistry if it cannot be traced back 
to the coherent memory of a writer who recorded the 
story as he heard it from one who was himself no 
2 
small part in the developing drama." 
Indications of an eyewitness are found in the 
fact that Mark tells his story from the point of view 
of a companion. This is not so much true in the case 
of the gospels farther removed from the events. Mark 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Schmidt (RGJ) is of this opinion. 
2. Howard, SNT, p. 79. 
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tends to say "they" where the other evangelists say 
"he." In the following references Mark uses the 
impersonal plural, where Matthew and Luke either omit 
the verb altogether or change it to the singular: 
Mark 1:21; 1:29,30; 5:38; 9:33; 10:32; 11:11; compare 
11:15; 11:27; 14:32. Because of the large place 
which the author gives to the disciples, Weise has 
called his composition the "Disciple Gospel." All 
of this strongly suggests that whereas Matthew and 
Luke write more in the manner of a biography of Jesus, 
Mark has based his material upon the autobiographical 
reminiscences of one who himself was among the Twelve. 1 
Concerning the element of teaching in the gospel, 
it is clear that discourse material is relatively 
scarce. "This comparative scarcity of recollections 
of the Lord's teaching," Swete has written, "is con-
sistent with the statement of Irenaeus that St. Mark 
reproduced the preaching of St. Peter. The primitive 
preacher would doubtless limit himself to anecdotes 
and brief sayings, leaving to the catechist the 
transmission of the Master's discourses." 2 This 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. So Turner, SPNT, p. 67. 
2. Swete, Studies in the Teachigg of Our Lord, 
p. 40; quoted in Stephenson, LTMG, p. o. 
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predominance of narrative material is precisely what 
one should expect to find in a gospel purporting to 
rest upon Peter's preaching. As McGiffert has pointed 
out, the work discloses the same impression of Jesus' 
power which Peter so strongly felt; the chief interest 
is in Christ's mighty works, not in his words. 1 
Stephenson insists that it is improper to 
distinguish Mark on the basis of its narrative 
material and Q on · the basis of its discourse 
material. More than a third of Mark, he urges, 
consists of sayings and diecourses.2 The fact 
remains, however, that in contrast to Matthew 
and Luke the writer of the second gospel (and 
hie authority) clearly has a relatively greater 
concern for the narratives. 
There are certain other characteristics of the 
second gospel which can be explained only on the 
assumption that Mark stood close to a primary source 
of information. The document has long been described 
as simple, straightforward, and unstudied. It does 
not reveal the influence of reflection and interpre-
tation as do the later gospels. 3 Westcott has called 
it a "transcript from life." All of this, in itself, 
may appear to have little significance, since the date 
--------
1. McGiffert, AA, p. 604. 
2. Stephenson, LTMG, p. 6f. 
3. On this, however, see the discussion concerning 
interpretation in the gospel, chapter VIII. 
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of Mark is earlier than that of the other gospels, 
and the writing, therefore, would naturally display 
less developed style and thought. But, admitting the 
priority of Mark, it is also true that the Pauline 
letters were written even earlier. These letters 
obviously indicate that a definite development of 
cultus and theological speculation had occurred during 
the decades preceding the composition of Mark. It is 
a striking fact that the gospel falls far behind the 
(earlier) Pauline letters in so far as this develop-
ment is concerned. As shall later be observed, there 
is unquestionably a certain amount of interpretation 
1n Mark's gospel. But it must be recognized that, 
along with this, there is also much of a na1ve and 
primitive nature. The date of Mark's origin has been 
designated as c. 70 A.D. Streeter writes: "Ecclesias-
tically, even if it be assigned to A.D. 65, the Gospel 
of Mark was already ten years out of date, eo to 
speak, at the time it was written. Its na1vete and 
and primitive characteristics can only be explained 
by the dependence of its author on early and unsoph-
isticated tradition."1 
1. Streeter, FG, p. 495f. 
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It is especially worthy of note, in this con-
nection, that although the gospel was written at a 
time when Christology had reached a fairly advanced 
stage of development and when Jesus had come to be 
regarded as "Messiah," "Christ," and "Lord," yet 
Mark still employs the less exalted terms which the 
disciples must certainly have used during the period 
of their association with Jesus. According to Mark, 
Jesus' followers addressed him repeatedly as "Teacher" 
(4:38; 9:38; 10:35; 13:1) and as "Rabbi" (9:5; 11:21; 
14:45). In most of the passages of Matthew and Luke 
which are parallel to Mark the later evangelists 
have substituted "Master" and "Lord". In only one 
instance is the more primitive appellation ("Rabbi") 
retained, and that by Matthew alone (Mt. 26:49). 1 
For Mark Jesus is indeed the exalted "Son of God"; 
his restraint in use of terms and names is therefore 
difficult to explain unless his informer was one who 
provided an immediate connecting link between the 
1. This is in the account o~ the betrayal. Judas 
salutes Jesus with the words "Hail, Rabbi," 
and kisses him. In this case Matthew felt 
obliged to avoid a more lofty term, for such 
would hardly be fitting on the lips of one 
about to betray. 
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author and the scenes described. 
A consideration of the Petrine influence in Mark 
may possibly find a certain amount of help in a com-
parison between the gospel and other documents allegedly 
representing the Petrine point of view. In Acts, for 
example, there are speeches ascribed to Peter (Acts 
1:16-22; 2:14-39; 3:12-26; 4:8-12; etc . ), and the 
First Epistle of Peter claims apostolic authorship 
(I Pet. 1:1). Unfortunately it has not been ascer-
tained conclusively whether the speeches appearing 
in Acta rest upon authoritative sources or whether 
they have simply been put in Peter's mouth as the 
author's idea of what the apostle might have said. 
Cadbury is inclined to accept the latter explanation. 1 
Chase, on the other hand, regards the speeches as 
authentic. "The teaching of St. Peter," he writes, 
"is in complete harmony with the alleged historical 
environment. • • • In a word, the Petrine speeches 
in the Acts exemplify a type of Christian thought 
which was tentative and immature, and which it would 
have been exceedingly difficult for a Pauline Christian, 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Cadbury, MLA, for an extended discussion 
upon this subject . 
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writing more than a quarter of a century later, to 
reproduce by an effort of the imagination. nl Since 
the speeches in Acts thus involve at least the 
possibility of authenticity, it is not improper to 
compare the points of view expressed in them with 
the gospel of Mark. 
Lake · proposee that Mark's purpose in writing 
hie gospel is similar to the purpose implied in the 
Petrine speeches in Acts. It is (1) to show that 
Jesus was the Messiah, the "Son of Man," who would, 
at the End, come upon the clouds of heaven; (2) to 
explain why the meesiahship of Jesus had not been 
perceived during his lifetime (Jesus had not dis-
closed it); (3) to show why Jesus was opposed (he 
had offered an unfamiliar interpretation of the Law). 2 
It is true that in Acts there is more about demons, 
there is no "Son of Man, 11 and there are more quota-
tiona from the Old Testament than in the gospel. Lake 
regards these differences, however, as 11 relatively 
small points. "3 
1. Chase, F.H., The Credibility of the Book of the 
Acts of the Apostles (1912), P: 293f-.-- -
2. Lake,--IN~p. 38. 
3. Ibid., p. 38. 
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Bacon introduces the idea that in the Petrine 
speeches of Acts Jesus' ministry is described as 
"going about doing good, healing all those that were 
oppressed of the devil" (Acts 10:38). The same concept 
pervades the gospel. "In Mark, above all, exorcism 
is the typical evidence of Jesus' supernatural power" 
(Mk. 1:21-28,34; 3:11,15; 5:1-20; 9:14-29; 4:39-41; 
13:25).1 
A comparison of the gospel with I Peter presents 
greater difficulties. It is not easy to see in both 
the influence of the one Peter. "That both of them 
can be traced back to him is impossible," writes 
McGiffert. "If he wrote First Peter, the influence 
of his thought was not felt to any appreciable degree 
by the author of Mark; if the author of Mark wrote 
in the spirit of Peter, then the epistle is by some 
other hand. "2 Until a greater degree of certainty 
is attained concerning the authorship of I Peter, 
it must be admitted that a comparison of the two 
documents can throw no light upon the question of 
the Petrine influence in Mark. McGiffert believes, 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1 . Bacon, IMRG, p. 3. 
2. McGiffert, AA, p. 605. 
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incidentally, that it is more reasonable to see 
evidence of Petrina influence in the gospel than in 
the epistle. "If First Peter contains the conceptions 
of the apostle Peter, the subsequent history of 
thought in the Roman church is much more difficult to 
explain than if the Gospel of Mark represents him. ul 
Altogether, the present consideration has 
disclosed that objections to Petrine influence in 
Mark's gospel do not carry weight. On the other 
hand, evidence of the apostle's relationship is to 
be detected in the use of words, in the graphic details 
of gesture, movement, place, and time, in the vivid 
reports of the disciples' and the crowds' reactions, 
in the use of the direct form of discourse, in the 
frank portrayal of Peter's character, in the record 
of events at which only Peter, James, and John were 
present with Jesus, in the apparently reliable outline 
of Jesus' ministry, in the fact that the gospel seems 
to constitute autobiographical reminiscence rather 
than biography, in the predominance of narrative as 
over against discourse material, and in the naive and 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Ibid., p. 605. 
II 
primitive characteristics of the gospel. The Petrine 
tradition relates Peter to Mark . And as Turner 
observes, "tradition appears to be borne out by the 
evidence of the Gospel 1tself."1 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Turner, SPNT, p. 67. 
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CHAPTER V: CONCLUSIONS FOR PART I 
The evidence thus far considered may now be 
summarized. 
The testimony for the Petrine tradition can be 
traced to a period much earlier than in the case of 
any other gospel tradition. The first definite state-
ment is that of Papias, who wrote somewhere between 
the years 135 and 150 A.D. Hie information, however, 
rests upon one whom he calls the "presbyter"; hence 
the origin of the tradition must be pushed back to 
the closing years of the first century. Although 
certain aspects of the Papias testimony are subject 
to some question, the general meaning is unequivocal: 
Mark, who had beeri Peter's "interpreter," wrote down 
all that he remembered of what the apostle had said 
concerning Christ. The transmission of the testimony 
through Eusebiue may be regarded as wholly trustworthy, 
and both Papias himself and hie source of information 
(the presbyter) may be considered as reliable witnesses 
who were in a position to receive accurate information. 
Writers who succee~ Papias are unanimous in their 
support of the tradition. Justin Martyr and the 
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Muratorian fragment possibly refer to it. Irenaeus, 
Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, Origen, Eusebius, 
Epiphanius of Constantia, and Jerome leave no question 
for doubt. In fact they are even more explicit than 
Papias, for they report that Mark wrote his gospel 
after he had been associated with Peter in the city of 
Rome. The variations in the testimony are comparatively 
insignificant. The essential validity of their state-
ments is attested by the fact that they persist in 
attributing the gospel to Mark although there existed 
grounds for ascribing it to Peter himself. After 
Jerome the tradition was universally accepted. 
Conclusions with regard to introductory problems 
relative to Mark's gospel are wholly in accord with 
the Petrine hypothesis. The fact of Mark's priority 
indicates that the author was not dependent upon other 
evangelists. 1 The date of composition, c. 70 A.D., 
agrees perfectly with the claim that Mark wrote soon 
I 
after the death of Peter; claims for an earlier origin 
do not carry a sufficient weight of evidence to be 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. This has been shown to be true in so far as 
the other canonical gospels are concerned. The 
question of sources is treated in Part II, 
chapter VII. 
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convincing, and fall before the more conclusive argu-
ments supporting a later date. The Markan authorship 
can scarcely be doubted. The writer, by his knowledge 
of Palestinian geography and by his understanding of 
political, social, and religious affairs in that land, 
shows himself to be a Jerusalem Jew who had experienced 
contacts with the outside Hellenistic world of hie day. 
This portrayal agrees with what is otherwise known of 
John Mark. References in Acts, together with the 
absence of any opposing tradition, help to verify the 
belief in Markan authorship. The original language 
of the gospel was undoubtedly Greek. Theories of an 
Aramaic original must be rejected until greater proof 
can be offered. Many of the supposed Aramaisms have 
been shown to be common Greek usages of the period, 
and the admittedly Aramaic coloring is far more sat-
isfactorily explained on the basis of the author's 
Palestinian background than on the basis of transla-
tion. The originality of language and the fact that 
the later evangelists knew and used a document exceed-
ingly similar to the one now known argue strongly for 
a Greek original. This harmonizes with the claim of 
Roman provenance and with the identification of the 
179 
author as Peter's "interpreter" in the fullest sense 
of the term. The tradition placing the gospel's com-
position at Rome is supported by a number of considera-
tions. That city could best be expected to bring forth 
such a document, and its influence seems to be required 
in order to account for the gospel 's survival. The 
presence of Latinisms, the apparently necessary explana-
tiona of Jewish language, ideas, and practices, the 
tendency to make the account universally acceptable 
and not strictly Jewish, the indication of a situation 
similar to that reflected in Paul's Roman letter, the 
incidental references in other documents, and a number 
of additional circumstances, all support a Roman origin 
and tend to place Mark in that city at the time of the 
gospel's composition. 
The place accorded the gospel in the early Church 
implies its apostolic authority. Its use by the later 
evangelists and its election to a place in the official 
canon, in spite of its inferior practicality, can be 
accounted for only on the assumption that its origin 
occurred in the manner specified by the Petrine tradi-
tion. 
The present canonical gospel must be identified 
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with the document named by Papias. That writer's 
criticism of 11 order" agrees with the more acceptable 
present-day opinion. Although Mark's outline of the 
ministry of Jesus seems to permit no such condemnation, 
yet the fragmentary character of the gospel does, and 
it was evidently "order" in this latter sense that 
Papias (and the presbyter) had in view. 
The history of Peter is such as to lend support 
to the Petrine tradition. In Jerusalem he was 
associated with John Mark, and in that place the author 
had ample opportunity to listen to the apostle's 
preaching. That Peter was in Rome not long before 
Mark wrote is attested by unanimous tradition and by 
a thorough study of the liturgy and archaeology of 
Roman Christendom. The claim that the apostle and 
the evangelist were together there seems to be borne 
out by the facts. 
The evidence of Petrine influence in the gospel 
itself has just been discussed, and a large number of 
considerations allow a high degree of probability to 
be attached to the belief that Peter indeed provided 
the source for much of Mark's information. 
It must be granted that a great deal of the 
181 
----- --- - ------ ·---- -
evidence adduced in Part I cannot be regarded as 
conclusive. Much of it, in fact, allows only a 
recognition of possibility and probability. But 
when it is discovered that very little convincing 
evidence can be arrayed against the Petrine tradition, 
while practically every consideration is almost wholly 
in harmony with it, the conclusion becomes obvious. 
If the Petrine tradition has not been proved, it has 
certainly not been disproved. And since the burden 
of proof must rest upon its opponents, the definitely 
established fact that the claims of the tradition are 
certainly possible and even probable bespeaks its 
essential validity. 
It now remains to consider those theories which 
offer differing explanations of the gospel's origin. 
The proponents of these hypotheses for the most part 
have been content to present their views apart from 
a comprehensive study of the Petrine tradition. 
Apparently the intention has been to make their theories 
so attractive that the Petrine tradition will seem to 
offer a lese desirable and lees reasonable explanation 
of the facts and thus automatically be rejected. As 
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stated in the opening pages, recent ideas of redaction, 
compilation, interpretation, and Formgeschichte do not 
tend so much to disprove the Petrine tradition as to 
displace it. Part II is concerned with an analysis 
and an evaluation of these tendencies in order that 
their validity may be compared with that of the 
Petrine tradition. 
II 
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SECONDARY EVIDENCE 
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CHAPTER VI: UR-MARCUS THEORIES 
Bearing Upon the Petrine Tradition.- The various 
hypotheses which represent Mark 1 e gospel as the 
product of revision, redaction, and gradual develop-
ment do not all affect the Petrine tradition in the 
same way. Some of them provide only for rather 
scattered and comparatively insignificant changes in 
the original narrative. So long as this original 
narrative itself is regarded as the work of John Mark, 
and as the embodiment of Petrine reminiscences, the 
tradition does not suffer materially. When it is 
supposed, on the other hand, that John Mark was not 
the original writer, but simply the redactor or editor 
of an earlier document, the situation is entirely 
altered. Even if the material on which he worked 
claimed Petrine authority, the traditional claim of 
personal relationship between Peter and Mark would 
carry little weight, and the fundamental tenet of the 
tradition would be invalidated. The theories, finally, 
which provide for extensive revision of an original 
gospel, Petrine or otherwise, involve at once an 
obvious denial of the traditional claim, for the 
=--=--==========--==:::......===-=--~ -- - -
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greater part of the canonical document is thus made 
dependent upon sources other than Peter. 
The present chapter is concerned with the various 
ideas of an Ur-Marcus that have been presented in 
comparatively recent years. The purpose is to evaluate 
them, to see if any of them deserve general acceptance, 
and to determine the status of the Petrine tradition 
in the light of the conclusions reached. 
The History of Ur-Marcus Theories.- The idea that the 
second gospel represents a development of an earlier 
form is not wholly unlike certain previous theories of 
a Primitive Gospel. Lessing and Eichhorn advanced the 
opinion that such a Primitive Gospel constituted the 
root or kernal out of which the entire gospel literature 
sprang. B. Weiss (c. 1864) conceived of a fundamental 
"Aposto lie Source" or "Original Gospel" upon which all 
of the synoptiste were dependent. Aside from a few 
isolated scholars, however, the idea of an original 
Primitive Gospel as the common source for all three of 
the synoptic gospels is now generally rejected. The II 
theory of an Ur-Marcus is the nearest approach to that 
conception. 
=====#:-=-.::...._-==--.... -~-
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The Ur-Marcus hypothesis has been championed in 
the past by such men as E. Reuss, 1 Beyschlag, 2 endt,3 
and Hoffmann. 4 Their conclusions have been reached 
partly on the basis of the gospel material itself and 
partly as the result of comparison between parallel 
gospel references. The more recent proponents of the 
theory support their contentions by similar considera-
tions. In order to simplify the present discussion, 
attention will be given first to those who are concerned 
primarily with the internal evidence in the gospel, and 
secondly to those who are impressed by similarities and 
differences among all three of the synoptic gospels. 
Theories Based on Internal Evidence.- Wendling can 
scarcely be regarded as a representative of the more 
recent New Testament criticism, for his work, Ur-Marcus, 
appeared in the year 1905. But since his treatment is 
exceedingly similar to the more modern attempts in this 
direction, and may be said to stand prominently behind 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Reuss, Histor! of the Canon of the Hol! Scri~tures 
in the chr1st1an-cnurch, and-n1it0ry-O? the acred 
SCriPtures of the New Testament. -- ---
2. Beyschlag, Ieben-Jesu. 
3. Wendt, Lehre Jesu. 
4. Hoffmann, bas Marcusevangelium und Seine Quellen. 
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them, it is not improper to include his proposal here. 
According to Wendling, Mark's gospel reveals the work 
of three distinct individuals who may be designated 
as the historian (Ml), the poet (M2), and the theolo-
gian {Ev.). Each of these has left his mark upon the 
gospel material. Wendling's idea may thus be charac-
terized as the "Three Stratum Theory. 11 The reasoning 
employed may best be seen in connection with Mark 4. 
In 4:1-9 Jesus is in a boat in the midst of other 
boats, relating the parable of the Sower. In 4:10-25 
he is alone with his disciples, offering an interpreta-
tion of the parable. In 4:26-41 Jesus is again in the 
boat, speaking in parables to the multitude. The 
parables themselves seem to require no interpretation, 
for the meaning is self-evident. But in the "insertion" 
the parables appear as "mysteries" that need explana-
tion and are even intended to Rrevent understanding; 
Jesus must even explain them to hie disciples. The 
presence of such express ions as "mystery" ( 4: 11) , 
"persecution" (4:17), "lusts" (4:19), and "bear fruit" 
(4:20) indicates that this "insertion" is from the 
hand of an editor under the influence of Paul. In 
this way, omitting 4:10-25, the section 1:16 - 4:33 
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constitutes, in general, the original unit. A third 
stratum begins at 4:35. This is older than 4:10-25, 
for that "insertion" presupposes the story of the 
storm in 4:35 - 5:43. The writer of 4:35 - 5:43 (M2) 
therefore stands between the writer of the original 
account (M1 ) and the final redactor, the evangelist 
( Ev.) • 
Thus M1 designates an Aramaic source, having the 
authority of Peter and representing the most primitive 
portrayal of Jesus as teacher. M2 involves the 
translation of Ml into Greek and also includes certain 
poetic and artistic additions designed to reveal the 
supernatural powers of Jesus the Messiah. The evan-
gelist (Ev.), finally, motivated by theological and 
dogmatic interests, inserted some passages and edited 
others in order to present hie own point of view. To 
M1 Wendling attributes some 212 verses, to M2 some 
270 verses, and to the evangelist some 200 verses or 
parts of verses. The follo wing table indicates the 
way in which Wendling reconstructs the gospel's 
growth. 
M1 includes 1:16-34a,35-39a,40-44; 2:1-15a, 
16b-17,18b,l9a; 2:21- 3:5; 3:20-21; 3:31- 4:9; 
4:26-29,33; 6:32-34; 8:27-30a,33b,36-37; 
- -
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10:1,13-23,25,31-32a,35-37,41-44; 11:15-17; 
11:27b- 12:14a; 12:14c-31,34b-37; 13:1-2, 
28-29,32-36; 14:1-7,10-11,22-25,43-46,48-50,65; 
l5:1-15,21-22,24a,26-27,31-32,34a,39. 
M2 includes 1:4-14a; 4:35 - 5:42; 5:43b; 
6:14,17-29,35-44; 9:2-8,14-27; 10:46 - 11:10; 
14:12-20,26-35a,36-37,39-4la,42,47,51-56, 
60-62a,63-64,66-72; l5:16-20,23,24b-25,29-30, 
34b-36,38,40-43; 15:46 - 16:7a; 15:8. 
~h work of Ev. appears in l:l-3,14b-15, 
34b,39b,45; 2:15b,l6a,l8a,l9b-20; 3:6-19,22-30; 
4:10-25,30-32,34; 5:43a; 6:1-13,15-16,30-31; 
6:45 - 8:26; 8:30b-33a,33c-35,38; 9:1,9-13, 
28-50; 10:2-12,24,26-30,32b-34,38-4o,45; 
11:11-14,18-25 ,27a;- 12: 14b ,32-34a; 13:3-27, 
30-32,37; 14:8-9,21,35b,38,4lb,57-59,62b; 
15:39,44-45; 16:7b. 
Th most common criticism of Wendling's theory 
1s that it seems too elaborate to be convincing. 1 That 
the two redactors (M2 and .Ev . ) so persistently broke 
up the material on which they were working and so 
frequently inserted their own contributions is difficult 
to believe. It is true that Matthew and Luke edited 
Mark's gospel in a somewhat similar fashion, but they 
did this by no such thorough-going method as Wendling 
suggests. Concerning endling's distinction between 
historian, poet, and theologian, the question has been 
asked: "Might not the same man have a little in him of 
- - - - - - - - - - - -
1. So Patton, SSG, p. 82, and also Moffatt, ILNT, 
p. 227. 
- -- -
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all three, at least to the degree that would be required 
for the putting together of this record?"1 The letters 
of Paul indicate, certainly, that practicality, poetic 
insight (I Cor. 13), and theology are not incompatible 
in the work of a single writer. Furthermore, as Moffatt 
observes, Wendling's distinctions imply "too rigid and 
~ priori a conception of the developments of primitive 
Christology. Even an incidental allusion like that of 
1:24 shows that Jesus was more than a teacher in the 
earliest source. "2 Yet another difficulty in the theory 
appears in the fact that endling ascribes both feedings 
of the multitudes (6:35-44 and 8:1-10) to the same 
redactor (Ev.). Whereas (as shall be seen in the next 
chapter) a number of scholars find a theory of sources 
necessary because of this apparent duplication, Wendling 
shows no hesitancy in ascribing both accounts to a 
single editor. Since endling thus leaves untouched 
one of the more important difficulties in the gospel, 
one is drawn to the conclusion that his hypothesis 
depends more upon subjective considerations than upon 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Stanton, The Gospels As Historical Documents, 
vol. II, p:-177; see also Rawlinson, SM, 
p. xl11. 
2. Moffatt, ILNT, p. 227. 
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the evidence itself. 
Another of the more complete theories intended 
to trace the growth of the second gospel is that which 
has rather recently been proposed by Crum in hie 
St. Mark's GOS:Qel. According to Crum there occurred 
two stages of development. The first is represented 
by Mk I, "a simple, straightforward, consistent story 
of our Lord; such a story as might have been told by 
a man who had been very near to the company of those 
who had been with Jesus of Nazareth."1 The second 
stage is represented by the remainder of the gospel, 
and is designated as Mk II. The redactor responsible 
for Mk II is seen to be "using a later Christian 
language and thinking a later Christology." His work 
"belongs to a later Church. It thinks in the language 
of the Greek of the Septuagint. It makes use of a 
document closely related to 'Q 1 • " 2 Mk II re-wrote 
Mk I. This is indicated by awkward constructions due 
to the insertion of new material (2:10,13,16; 4:10,25; 
5:42; 6:14; see especially 8:27- 9:13). In the 
re-writing, Mk II used, besides Mk I, such additional 
------ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Crum, SMG, p. 1. 
2. Ibid., p. lf. 
l' 
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-materials as (1) Christian memories, - "the original 
Christian tradit1-on,"1 (2) Q, and (3) quotations from 
the Septuagint. The result is a more developed por-
trayal of Jesus. The editor "found a Gospel of Jesus 
the Messiah. He transforms it into a Gospe~ of Jesus 
Christ, the Son of God. 112 In his presentation of the 
Transfiguration and the Agony, Mk II "is attempting 
to tell in the symbols of human words what it would 
be for man to hear the Voice of God the Father com-
mending the Son to mankind, and again, to hear the 
Voice of God the Son answering the Voice of the Father. 113 
Mk II reveals the influence of Paul, particularly the 
Paul of Galatians, II Corinthians, and Romane. 4 
- -
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
.::.. 
Mk I includes 1:9,16,21,29-33,35-38; 
2:1-9,11-13; 3:7,9; 4:1-10,13,26-33; 5:22-28, 
30,32-36,38-42; 6:14-17,28-29,45; 8:22,27-29; 
9:11-13 (Mt. 11:12); 9:1,30,33,35-36; 10:15, 
13-14,16,17,21-23,25,28 (Mt. 19:28); 10:32, 
35-38,40-52; 11:1,7,9-23,27-30,33; 12:1-5,9, 
12-15,17; 13:1-2; 14:1-3,10-11,17-20,22-27, 
29-32,35,37,39-42,44-47,50-54,57-58,65-72; 
15:1,6-9,11-16,20,21-22,25-26,33,37,40,42-47; 
16: 1-4 ,8. 
Mk II includes 1:23-28,40-45; 2:13-20, 
23-28; 3:1-6,35; 5:20; 6:1-6,30-44; 7:1-30, 
- - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Ibid.' p. 18. 
Ibid., p. 65. 
Ibid., p. 81. 
Ibid., p. 145. 
I 
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32-37 (LXX); 8:23-26; 9:14-29,38-40; ll:l-7; 
12:18,41-43; 14:3-9,12-16. 
Crum's hypothesis raises objections similar to 
those already mentioned in connection with Wendling's 
proposal. It presupposes stages of Christological 
development that are mutually exclusive in too great 
a degree. To state that by the year 65 A.D. 1 a writer 
could not have composed "a simple, straightforward, 
consistent story" such as might have been told by an 
eyewitness, but must have been dominated by a rigidly 
fixed ecclesiastical conception, is to take unwarranted 
liberties with the facts. It is also difficult to 
understand how it is possible for Crum to distinguish 
between the simple narratives of Mk I and the separate 
"original Christian tradition" employed by Mk II, 
for both must be of a thoroughly primitive character. 
Moreover, the identification of material in Mk II as 
attributable to the document Q cannot be accepted 
without question. As shall be seen in the following 
chapter, it is by no means certain that the direct 
influence of Q is to be found in Mark's gospel. Sim-
ilarly, the ascribing of material to Mk II on the 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Crum dates Mk II in this year. 
I; 
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basis of Pauline influence is not a justifiable pro-
cedure, for proof of Pauline influence is not forth-
coming.1 
Of the other Ur-Marcus theories based upon 
internal phenomena few have received such thorough-
going treatment as those of Wendling and Crum. Moffatt 
believes that notes of Peter's reminiscences were first 
recorded by Mark; this accounts for the Aramaic coloring 
and the vivid detail in various sections. These notes 
were later edited ·"by a (Roman?) Christian who used 
not only the small apocalypse but some other logia of 
Jesus (not necessarily Q)." 2 
Aside from the difficulties a-nd objections that 
present themselves in the case of each of the above 
theories, a comparison of the material ascribed to 
the different editors or redactors produces evidence 
that more than contradicts the supporting arguments. 
For example, as may be seen in the tables already 
given, Crum attributes to the final editor (Mk II) 
some 137 verses. But of these endling attributes no 
less than 38 verses (or parte of verses) to the 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - -
1. See chapter VIII. 
2. Moffatt, ILNT, p. 232. 
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original Aramaic form of Mark (M1)1 and some 36 verses 
2 to the intermediate redactor. Thus, of the material 
which Crum regards as the latest and most highly 
developed endling places less than half in the same 
category. More than a fourth of the material which 
Crum considers the latest Wendling considers the 
earliest. On the other hand, of the material which 
Crum regards as the earliest, Wendling regards at 
least 40 verses (or parts of verses) as the latest,3 
and 57 verses (or parts of verses) as intermediate. 4 
Such extreme differences of opinion lead one to the 
inevitable conclusion that the passages themselves do 
not indicate the different sources and periods nearly 
so clearly as the theorists insist. If the internal 
evidence of the gospel points to different redactors 
living in different times, it is exceedingly strange 
that Ur-Marcus proponents arrive at such opposite con-
clusions. Obviously the criteria of judgment are 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. 1:23-28,40-44; 2:13-15a,l6b-17,18b,l9a,23-28; 
3:1-5; 6:32-34; 12:18; 14:3-7. 
2. 6:35-44; 9:14-27; 11:1-7; 14:12-16. 
3. 3:7,9; 4:10,13,30-32; 6:15-16,45; 8:22 ; 9:11-13, 
30,33,35-36; 10:28,32b,40,45; 11:11-14,18-23, 
27a; 12:14b; 14:35b,4lb,57-58; 15:44-45. 
4. 1:9; 5:22-28,30,32-36,38-42; 6:14,17,28-29; 
10:46-52; 11:1,7,9-10; 14:17-20,26-27,29-32, 
35a,37,39-4la,42; 15:46-47; 16:1-4,8. 
~ 
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subjective rather than objective. The gospel itself 
fails to provide the proof that is desired. 
Even the supposed secondary elements concerning 
which the scholars agree by no means indicate con-
elusively that they did not constitute a part of the 
Petrine material recorded by Mark; "by the time that 
Mark took down the reminiscences of Peter there was 
ample time for the oral tradition of the primitive 
churches to have filled out some of the sayings of 
our Lord, and for elements of reflexion and distortion 
to have crept in. "1 If the Petrine speeches recorded 
in Acts are at all authentic, that apostle himself, 
at an early time, had grown and advanced considerably 
in his understanding of Jesus and in hie interpretation 
of Jesus' life and ministry. In order to account at 
all for the immediate and increasingly widespread 
development of Christian thinking it must be supposed 
that the apostolic circle provided the impetus for 
that movement. Altogether, the Petrine tradition 
explains in a thoroughly intelligible way the pres-
entation of Jesus and hie ministry as recorded in 
Mark's gospel. 
-------
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Moffatt, ILNT, p. 226. 
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Theories Based on Comparison with Matthew and Luke.-
The study of the synoptic problem has disclosed two 
features which a number of critics have attempted to 
account for by assuming the existence of an Ur-Marcus. 
One of these is the omission in Luke of the section 
Mark 6:45 - 8:26. The other concerns the (minor) 
agreements in Matthew and Luke as over against Mark. 
It is claimed that Matthew, and more especially Luke, 
must have used a form of Mark different from that 
which appears in the present canon. illiams , for 
example, contends that the original Mark lacked the 
entire section 6:4- 8:26 and also chapter 13. The 
edition possessed by Luke did contain Mark 13 but did 
not include 6:4 - 8:26. The edition used by Matthew 
1 
contained both sections. A similar view is held by 
Goguel. This writer admits that some of the material 
involved in the Great Omission does appear in Luke in 
other contexts; he also agrees that some of the material 
was probably omitted by Luke because that evangelist 
thought it to be of little interest to those for whom 
he wrote. Goguel believes the omission as a whole, 
however, can be explained only on the assumption that 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. illiams, in Sanday, SSP. 
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Luke possessed an earlier form of Mark. 1 Still another 
proponent of this view is Wade, who relates the two 
editions to different localities. "It is of the first 
edition," he says, "that Rome may most confidently be 
regarded as the birthplace; the enlarged second edition 
was most likely prepared elsewhere {perhaps in 
Palestine)."2 Bussmann's idea . is somewhat different. 
It is hie contention that there were three stages in 
the development of Mark. The earliest form was used 
by Luke. An enlarged form, prepared by a Galilean, 
was used by Matthew. The final edition, produced by 
a later Roman Christian, is to be identified with the 
canonical gospel. Bussmann's hypothesis is not entirely 
unlike the early idea of a Primitive Gospel, for his 
original Mark includes considerable material not found 
in the present Mark . The original document, designated 
as G (Geschichtsquelle), thus becomes the one dominant 
source lying behind all of the synoptic gospels.3 
All of these suggestions depend, of course, upon 
the presupposition that the omissions in Luke can be 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Goguel, LM, pp. 39ff. 
2. Wade, NTH, p. 176. 
3. Bussmann, 88, vol. I, especially p. iii and 
p. 114. 
II 
199 
explained only on the basis of a Mark somewhat dif-
ferent from the gospel now known. There are other 
explanations proposed, however, which do less violence 
to the well-attested Petrine tradition, and which 
appear to be fully as satisfactory and reasonable. 
Concerning the absence of Mark 6:45 - 8:26 in 
Luke's gospel Streeter states with confidence: "though 
we cannot prove that the omitted passages stood in 
his copy of Mark, there is not a shadow of a reason 
for supposing that they did not."1 It is Streeter's 
suggestion that Luke's omission is due to the fact 
that he possessed a mutilated copy of Mark. This 
would explain several features of Luke's. gospel which 
offer considerable difficulty: (1) Luke places the 
Feeding of the Five Thousand at the village of Beth-
saida (9:10), while Mark expressly states that it was 
in a "desert place." {2) He fails to mention Caesarea 
Philippi as the scene of Peter's Confession (9:18). 
(3) He says that Jesus was "praying alone" on that 
occasion, while Mark says that the incident took place 
"in the way." (4) The text B (supported by 157 f. 
Goth. and three other cursives) substitutes "they met" 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -----------
1. Streeter, FG, p. 172. 
tt= 
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for "they were withu in Luke 9:18 .1 These difficulties 
"receive a completely satisfactory answer if we suppose 
that Luke's copy of Mark included merely the beginning 
of the 'great omission,' as far as the words ~.:,T~s 
~;Yos in 6:47, and then went straight on to K~t :v Tn 
,/ ""'r 
,~,., , , 8 "2 o~'f E1r~fw•~ , : 27. Such a text would lead the reader 
to make precisely the inferences which Luke does make, 
and would thus explain the first three difficulties 
mentioned above' (1) The mention of Betheaida (6:45) 
would be thought to relate to the scene of the Feeding 
of the Five Thousand (6:35-44), since there would be 
no following event with which it could be connected. 
(2) The name "Caesarea Philippi" would be lacking . (3) 
The statement that Jesus was "praying alone" would be 
derived from the words of Mark which appeared imme-
diately before the mutilation. Such a text would also 
explain ( 4) the reading of B ("they met 11 ), for this 
would be a necessary detail in order to bring Jesus 
and the disciples together after Jesus had been "praying 
alone.u Streeter urges the plausibility of his argu-
ment by observing that if Luke wrote at some distance 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Streeter regards the reading of B the more 
original here. 
2 . Ibid., p. 176. 
-----~ 
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from Rome, "no difficulty is presented by the hypo-
thesis that the only copy of Mark which had reached 
him was a mutilated one. 111 
Another explanation for Luke's disuse of Mark is 
that he omitted the passages by accident. In reporting 
the feeding of the multitude Luke's eye had jumped from 
Mark's account in 6:35-44 (just before the omitted 
section) to Mark 's other account in 8:14-21 (at the 
end of the omitted section). Or perhaps his eye had 
been caught by the second allusion to Bethsaida 
( Mk . 8:22). 
More common is the belief that Luke's omission 
was intentional. By some it is supposed that this 
method was adopted to conserve space, since the papyrus 
roll required certain limitations in this respect. 2 
Sanday writes: "I have little doubt that St. Luke was 
conscious of being pressed for space, and that he felt 
obliged to economise his materials. 113 Other reasons 
for deliberate omission have also been offered. Wernle 
has suggested that Mark 7:1-23 was thought to be of 
no interest to Luke's readers; 7:24-30 was not in 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Ibid., p. 178. 
2. Ibid., p. 169. 
3. Sanday, as quoted by Moffatt , ILNT, p. 627. I I 
~ 
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harmony with Luke's universalism; the cures in 7:24-37 
were "zu derb und vulg!lren flir den spliteren Glauben 11 ; 
8:1-10 was rejected as a doublet; and 8:11-13 was 
already had in another source. 1 Richmond proposes 
that Luke objected to material representing Jesus as 
journeying to avoid a crisis; he made the omission in 
order to "bring into relief what was to him the turning-
point of the history of the Ministry, viz. the time 
at which our Lord began to face and to foretell the 
Passion, and so, not only to make space for, but to 
lead up to his one great addition to the record of this 
time in 'the Great Interpolation. 1112 Moffatt believes 
that Luke possessed Mark 8:11-12 and 8:14-21, for these 
passages are "caught up" by him later and reproduced 
in reverse order (Lk. 12:54-56 and 11:53- 12:1).3 
Although Moffatt is an exponent of the Ur-Marcus 
theory on the basis of internal phenomena, he refuses 
to be influenced greatly by omissions. He agrees that 
these may be difficult to explain, but urges, never-
theless, that "it would be hasty to conclude that such 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Wernle, Synoptische Frage, p. 5; Moffatt, ILNT, 
p. 627. 
2. Richmond, Exp. ii, p. 547f.; Moffatt, ILNT, p. 628. 
3. Moffatt, ILNT, p. 628. 
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passages did not lie before Matthew and Luke. The 
desire to be as full as possible may be granted; it 
is natural to suppose that neither would wish to leave 
out anything of vital importance. But, after all, a 
writer must be allowed some freedom. It is not to be 
taken for granted that a later writer of the gospel 
story would incorporate whatever lay before him in an 
earlier source, even if these materials were consonant 
with his special purpose; such a canon of criticism, 
which is tacitly assumed in many quarters, requires to 
be seriously revised and qualified."1 Others who 
believe the omissions to be intentional include Taylor, 
Headlam, Easton, and Creed.2 
It is not necessary to accept any one of the 
above proposals as the explanation of Luke's disuse 
of Mark. The very fact that they are logical and 
reasonable suggestions and have been presented by 
scholars of no small repute provides sufficient evi-
dence that an Ur-Marcus theory is not necessary for 
an explanation. Coupled with this fact are further 
considerations indicating that Mark 6:45 - 8:26 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Ibid., P• 193. 
2. See especially Easton, GL, p. xv, and Creed, 
GL, p. lx. 
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constituted an integral and original part of the gospel. 
Hawkins, in a thorough study of linguistic peculiar-
ities, has shown that the style and vocabulary of this 
section resembles Mark in at least eleven unusual 
points in which Mark's usage differs conspicuously 
from that of Matthew and Luke. 1 This unity of style 
and language is also suggested by Turner in a most 
thorough-going treatment of Markan usage appearing 
as a series of articles in the Journal of Theological 
Studies (1924- 1926). A further indication that Luke's 
copy of Mark included the omitted section is found in 
the fact that it was present in the edition used by 
Matthew. The contention that Luke used one form of 
the gospel while Matthew used a later form gives rise 
to a difficulty not easily expl~ined. 
"It is incredible that the editor of a 
second edition, whether it was Mark himself 
or some other, who was prepared to take upon 
himself to add as much as a couple of chapters 
in the middle, should have left the Gospel 
without an end - supposing the first edition 
had already lost it. But if the first edition 
had not already lost its end, how explain 
Luke~desertion of Mark's narrative at Mk. 
16:8, viz. at the exact point at which later 
on an accidental injury was to cause a mutila-
tion? There are, moreover, further reasons 
1. Hawkins, in sanday, SSP, pp. 64ff. 
II 
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for supposing that Matthew and Luke both used 
a text of Mark which, like ours, ended at 
16:8. It is very remarkable that any edition 
should have circulated which broke off short 
without giving an account of the Resurrection 
Appearances; but that a second and greatly 
enlarged edition should have been published 
without an ending is quite incredible."l 
The study of the synoptic problem has brought to 
light a number of minor agreements between Matthew and 
Luke against Mark. These agreements, like the omissions, 
have been said to be explained by the theory that 
Matthew and Luke employed a form of Mark different in 
some respects from the canonical gospel. Here again, 
however, other explanations are fully as reasonable 
and are even more credible. 
More than half of these agreements Streeter 
designates as "irrelevant." That is, they would 
naturally be expected to occur where two writers like 
Matthew and Luke consistently attempt to correct Mark's 
colloquial and unidiomatic style; "it is impossible 
that two correctors should not frequently concur in 
making the same or substantially the same alterat1on."2 
This 1s particularly true where Mark's historic present 
tense 1s changed to the aorist, where bE is substituted 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Streeter, FG, p. 175. 
2. Ibid., p. 297. 
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for ~' and where the Greek construction of a 
participle with a finite verb is substituted for 
the Semitic use of the two finite verbs connected 
, 
with ~· Many other agreements may be regarded as 
''deceptive. 11 That is, although at first it may seem 
significant that Matthew and Luke agree in making 
substitutions for words linguistically inadmissible, 
as a matter of fact the coincident alterations amount 
to lees than two percent of the total number of such 
alterations. Since Matthew and Luke each alter some 
5000 words, it is practically inevitable that they 
should concur in the use of some 100 words. The 
percentage is even smaller than might be expected. 
Of the remaining agreements some appear to have 
occurred through the influence of Q. Since Q, as well 
as Mark, probably contained versions of John's preach-
ing, the Baptism, the Temptation, the Beelzebub Con-
troversy, the Mission Charge, and the parable of the 
Mustard Seed, and since Matthew consistently and Luke 
occasionally conflates Q and Mark, the agreements in 
these contexts may reasonably be derived from ex-
1 pressions in Q. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Ibid., p. 305f. 
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Textual criticism accounts for many agreements 
of Matthew and Luke against Mark. Just as most 
ancient MSS. abound in accidental omissions of varying 
length, it is "antecedently probable that some lines 
or words which stood in the copies of Mark known to 
Matthew and Luke have dropped out of the text of all 
our oldest MSS."1 Although it has probably not 
occurred frequently, it is likely that in some cases, 
as Streeter thus supposes, Matthew and Luke agree in 
preserving phrases which once stood in Mark but which 
now are absent. Similarly, accidental corruption of 
the text of Mark would leave an agreement between 
Matthew and Luke against Mark where originally all 
three gospels were the same. In some cases, also, 
the effect of assimilation of parallel passages must 
be allowed; copyists sometimes caused Matthew and Luke 
to agree by substituting for an expression in the one 
gospel an expression which occurred originally only 
in the other. Finally, it has been ascertained that 
most of the more significant agreements yet remaining 
are due to scribal alteration. There is usually MS. 
evidence to suggest that the agreements of Matthew 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Ibid., p. 307. 
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and Luke against Mark did not appear in the original 
teit of the gospels. 1 
Turner, in an article emphasizing the 
value of the often neglected Western texts, 
shows how these documents prove that many 
cases of seeming agreement between Matthew 
and Luke against Mark are due to editing. 
In the parallels to Mk. 6:43, for example, 
Matthew, Luke, and John all agree in using 
some form of 7TfiJLa-cr&vw , while Mark has t~v 
KA~cr...ucx:T4i: (or K~<r.-«~TwY) ~w~EK~ Ko$[vwv '?f WJ.< ~T~ · 
On the basis of the iestern texts a ff 1, > 
Turner is confident that the agreement against 
Mark is due to the lose of a line of Mark in 
an early copy, and "the archetype of2the oldest Latin version had escaped the lose." 
In the parallels to Mk. 9:19 Matthew 
' ("- , and Luke add K~~:..£. ou:f"Tr~~,yev~ • Marc ion, however, (according to Tertu1r-ln and Epiphaniue) omitted 
these words in Luke, as shown by ~ and~· 
, , 
In Mk. 12:8 appear the words d\.."frETft.Yd:.Y 
' , , \ 
K<(.L ESe.B~AoY , whereas in Matthew and Luke the 
words ~re inverted. But according to the texts 
D 9 a b c e ff and h Matthew has the same order 
as-Mari.- - -- -
t \' "\ Mk. 14:72 has E.'7TL~«-Awv ~KAd\..V crev , while 
Matthew and Luke have 'E§e~Owv E'§w £KA~110""EY 
~LK~ws . This is omitted by Luke (22:62), 
however, in a b e ff i 1, hence it must be 
(in Luke) an-interpolation from Matthew. 
Thus this feature of the synoptic problem is 
satisfactorily explained without an Ur-Marcus hypothesis. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Ibid., pp. 309-325. Patton follows Streeter in 
a line of argument similar to that which is here 
presented. See Patton, SSG, pp. 88-96. 
2. Turner, TCM, p. 149. 
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Even if some scholars still insist upon the existence 
of another form of Mark which corresponded more 
perfectly with the agreements of Matthew and Luke, 
that document must have appeared after, and~ 
before the canonical gospel, since that document 
obviously represented a more polished and more fully 
developed recension of the Markan narrative.1 In 
this way the validity of the Petrine tradition remains 
unchallenged; the second gospel as it is now known 
.may still be regarded as the work of John Mark. 
Interpolations in Mark.- The conviction that Matthew 
and Luke possessed the gospel of Mark in essentially 
the same form as that which is known today does not 
exclude the possibility of certain minor interpola-
tions in the text. Hawkins, for example, although 
refusing to admit the need of an Ur-Marcus, believes 
that in several instances the work of a later editor 
may be seen: 1:1 ("Jesus Christ"); 5:13 ( 11 about two 
thousand"); 6: 37 ("two hundred"); 8: 35 ("the gospel"); 
9:41 ("Christ"- this is the only place in all four 
gospels and in Acts where the term is used without the 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. So Sanday, SSP, pp. 2lff. 
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article); 10:29 ("the gospel"); 10:30 ("persecutions"); 
14:5 ("three hundred"); 14:56 ("and their witness 
agreed not together"); 14:59 ("And not even so did 
their witness agree together"). 1 Moffatt, more 
recently, perceives "editorial touches" also in 1:15 
("and believe in the gospel"); 6:30 (the incidental 
description of the twelve as 11 apostles 11 ); 6:52 ("For 
they understood not concerning the loaves, but their 
heart was hardened"); 13:37 ("And what I say unto 
you I say unto all, Watch"); 1:4 ("who baptized in 
the wilderness and preached the baptism of repentance 
unto remission of sine"); 2 7:19 ("making all meats 
clean"); 2:9 ("and take up thy bed"); 2:21 ("the new 
from the old"); 5:15 ("him that had the legion"); 
11:13 ("for it was not the season of figs"); 12:21 
("leaving no seed behind him"); 14:67 ("Jesus"); 
14:68 ("and the cock crew"). It is also suggested 
that the oft repeated E. ~9.,;s is not necessarily 
original, although Weiss in an exhaustive study has 
determined otherw1se.3 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Hawkins, HS, pp. 113ff. 
2. This appears to be a reflection of the apostolic 
age. Compare Acts 2:38. 
3. See Moffatt, ILNT, P• 233. 
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Branscomb and Rawlinson distinguish several 
slightly longer interpolations. (1) The quotation 
in 1:2 is thought to constitute an addition by an 
early copyist who knew the similar quotation in 
Matthew 11:10 and Luke 7:27. This is more reasonable 
than the conjecture that Matthew and Luke both sep-
arately omitted the first half of Mark 1:2-3 (compare 
Mt. 3:3 and Lk. 3:4) because they knew it was to 
appear later in their gospels. 1 (2) The saying con-
cerning the "mystery of the kingdom of God" (4:11-12) 
is regarded by Branscomb as an interpolation since 
it breaks into the question about the parable of the 
sower, makes necessary the repeating of the question 
in 4:13, and "totally misrepresents Jesus' attitude 
toward the common people. "2 (3) The implied identi-
fication of John the Baptist as Elijah3 in 9:13 may 
be thought to be inconsistent with 1:2, where there 
is no hint of such identification. 4 The difficulty 
1. Branscomb, GOM, p . 9; Rawlinson, SM, p. 5. 
2. Branscomb, GOM p. 78. Rawlinson, however, 
suggests that "the Evangelist himself may well 
have combined a theory of the 'mysterious' 
I 
character of . the parables, which came to him I 
from current Church tradition, with a context I 
to which it was originally foreign" (SM, p. 51). 
3. Compare Mt. 11:14 and Lk. 1:17. 
4. Compare John 1:21. 
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is solved by regarding 9:13 as the insertion of a 
copyist. Since 1:2 is far from explicit, however, 
the inconsistency must not be pressed too far. 
Even if all of the above-mentioned passages be 
accepted as true interpolations, they are, after all, 
nothing more than "editorial touches. 111 At most they 
affect very slightly the general contents of the 
gospel. In no way can their presence indicate the 
existence of an Or-Marcus which differed substantially 
from the present gospel of Mark. In character, as 
can readily be seen, they are simply marginal glosses 
or insertions by early copyists. 
General Evaluation of Or-Marcus Theories.- The above 
discussion has disclosed the failure of Or-Marcus 
theories to deserve acceptance. Ideas presented on 
the basis of internal evidence arise out of subjective 
rather than objective considerations; the gospel 
itself provides no convincing proof that there existed 
an earlier form which differed greatly from it. Also, 
the minor agreements of Matthew and Luke against Mark 
are satisfactorily explained without resort to an 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Moffatt, ILNT, p. 233. 
Ur-Marcus. 
Had such a document ever existed, and had it 
been so well known that Matthew and Luke employed it, 
the early witnesses to the Petrine tradition would 
surely have known it as well as the canonical Mark, 
and would certainly have indicated which of the docu-
ments they had in view. 11 There is no suggestion in 
early Christian literature of the substitution of a 
later writing for an earlier one, of the transference 
of the name and authority of a preceding composition 
to our present Gospel. rrl 
In the light of all the evidence one is compelled 
to accept the pronouncement of Manson: "Seeing that 
the 'Ur-Marcus' theory is now discredited, there is 
no longer any reason to suppose that the source Mark 
differed in any important respect from our Mark. 112 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Salmond, in Hastings, Dictionary of the Bible. 
2. Manson, TJ, p. 45. Bultmann expresses a 
similar opinion (NASP, p. 338). 
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CHAPTER VII: THEORIES OF SEVERAL SOURCES 
Bearing Upon the Problem.- A number of New Testament 
scholars profess to see in Mark's gospel a certain 
amount of evidence suggesting that the author composed 
his document with the aid of several already-existing 
written sources. If this contention be true the 
Petrine tradition is in large measure invalidated, 
for the apostle Peter no longer remains the dominating 
authority and source of information upon whom Mark 
depended. 
It is the object of the present chapter to review 
briefly the more important hypotheses of sources, to 
evaluate them, and to indicate the position which the 
Petrine tradition retains in the light of the con-
elusions reached. 
Attention will be directed first of all to the 
various theories that have been offered, in order 
that the views of their proponents may be observed. 
This will be followed by an examination of the more 
important passages which are claimed to rest upon 
earlier documentary sources, so that it may be 
determined whether or not such sources are required 
I 
I 
I 
,, 
II 
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to explain their various features and characteristics. 
A general consideration of the conclusions reached 
will bring the chapter to a close. 
A Review of Source Hypotheses.- Following J. Weiss, 
who held that only the Passion· story and some two 
hundred additional verses are derived from Peter, and 
Leisy, who more specifically has distinguished a 
narrative source, a later collection of stories 
characterized by their miraculous character, and a 
collection of sayings and teachings, 1 Bacon proposes 
a most elaborate and involved idea of sources. 
According to Bacon, the final editor, R, employed 
2 (1) Q, chiefly in .the Lucan recension, (2) P, the 
primitive Petrine account, suggested in Acts 10:37-38, 
and (3) X, an unknown source. The gospel of Mark, it 
is claimed, 11 is anything but the product of off-hand 
composition, a literary work 'aus einem Guss.' Nor 
can it be the product of oral dictation. More 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Leisy, Lee Evangiles Synoptiques, vol. I, pp. 
85ff.; see Moffatt, ILNT, P• 226. 
2. Although Bacon frequently uses the term "Q", 
he regards his Second Source as a regular 
gospel including more than discourse material. 
This source presents Jesus as the revealing 
and redeeming Wisdom of God. 
_ _:::___-=---~-----=-'--------- -- - - - ---
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distinctly even than in the later, more polished, 
Gospels can the critics here observe the marks of 
piecing together of older written material."1 
The group of parables in Mark 4:1-34 Bacon traces 
largely to Q, interpreted in the light of Pauline 
thought: "since the entire context, beginning with the 
introductory incid~nt of the Mother and Brethren 
(3:20-35), is filled with Q extracts it would be 
clearly contrary to all critical principles to con-
jecture a separate source for this legion on the 
Hiding of the Mystery." 2 
Mark 9:33-50 is said to indicate the use of 
sources. Mark 9:33-37 is duplicated in 10:13-16,41-
45. Furthermore, a comparison of Mark 9:37b-50 with 
parallel passages in Luke suggests that here the 
material must have been taken from Q, since the Lucan 
form 11 is the more original and authentic."3 
The words concerning Inward Purity in Mark 
7:1-23 also presuppose Q (compare Mt. 24:25f. and 
Lk. 11:39-41). The same is true of the parable of 
the Usurping Husbandmen in Mark 12:1-12 (compare 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Bacon, GOM, p. 138. 
2. Ibid., p. 142. 
3. Ibid., p. 146. 
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Mt. 21:23-46 and Lk. 20:9-19), the warning against 
the scribes in Mark 12:38-40 (compare Mt. 23:1-7 
and Lk. 11:43,46), and the story of the Widow's Mites 
in Mark 12:41-44 (compare Lk. 21:1-4). 
Similarly, Bacon regards the general outline of 
Jesus' ministry as due to the author's depende?ce 
upon sources, particularly Q. In the descriptive 
narrative concerning the baptism of John (Mk. 1:4-11) 
•1 the "externalities of Mark are not original. Every 
detail is gleaned from the Q discourse. 111 The story 
of the Temptation (Mk. 1:12f.) rests upon Q, and 
the author draws upon the same source in relating 
the incidents of Mark 1:40 - 3:6. In the section 
dealing with Jesus' re~irement from Galilee (Mk. 6:14 -
8:26) the duplications indicate that "it is by no 
means primitive. It is an intricate interweaving of 
older documents with a pronounced anti-Jewish and 
(in the broad sense) Pauline propensity. "2 The so-
called Perean section (Mk. 8:27- 10:52) reflects a 
fundamental outline presumably Petrine, but it 
includes a large admixture of Q material in radically 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Ibid., p. 156. 
2. Ibid • , p. 16 4. 
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adapted form. 
The closing section of Mark is held to reveal a 
similar use of documentary sources. The Entry into 
Jerusalem (Mk. 11:1-10), the Barren Fig Tree (11:12-14), 
the Denunciation of the Scribes (12:38-40), the 
Betrayal (14:1-ll), the Supper (14:22-25), the scene 
in Gethaemane (14:32-50), the datinga of the Passion 
week, and the story of the Resurrection all offer 
indications of underlying source material. 1 
Q has been edited in 1:2,7,12-13,14-15; 
2:5b-lO,l5-16,18-19a; 3:1-5,8-19,22-25; 4:2-8, 
11-12,21-25; 6:30-31,53-55; 7:1,5,14-17,20-23, 
31-37; 8:11-12,14-15( ?) ,22f.,30-34; 9:37,40, 
42,43f.(?) ,50; lO:lO-ll,28f.; 11:9-10,12-14, 
20-21; 12:1-11,38-40; 13:9,14f.,28f.; 14:17f.(?); 
l5:4o-41. Fragments of Q more or less complete 
are seen in 4:26-32(?); 6:4(?) ,7-13; 7:9-13; 
8:35-38; 9:2-5,7-10,18,23; 10:22-25. 
P has been edited in 4:35f.; 6:14-15; 
9:ll-12a,l3-17,19f. ,24f.,33-35; l0:46f.(?); 
ll:lf.,ll,l9,27f.; 14:27,32f.,53; 15:1,6!.,39. 
Fragments of P a~pear in l:l6-23,29-34a,35-39; 
2:1-5111-14; 4:1( ?); 5:22-36,38-43; 7:24f.(?); 
8:1-9~?),27-29; 9:1; ll:l5f.; 12:12; 14:lf., 
l0-11,22f.,29f.,43f.,65; 15:73. 
X has been edited in 1:4o-45; 3:7; 8:36-37(?); 
9:36,38-39i 10:13-16,24f.; 12:35-37; 15:16f., 
22f.,34f. ,~2f. Fragments of X are probable in 
1:8,9-11; 2:17,21-26; 4:9-10,13-20; 6:4(?), 
32-45(?),46-52a; 7:6-7; 9:49; 10:2-9(?),17-23, 
35f.; 12:13f.,4lf.; 13:1-2; 14:3-7; 15:21,33,38. 
------
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Ibid., pp. 168- 184. 
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Thus may be seen the extent to which Bacon has 
gone in order to account for the contents of Mark's 
gospel. More complete evidence concerning the 
influence of Q and other sources will follow at a 
later point. It may be stated here, however, that 
Bacon's hypothesis suffers from over-elaboration. 
Scott's criticism of his work is not entirely un-
justified: "A feeling of something like pity comes 
over the reader as he watches each poor phrase or 
incident laid on the rack and compelled to yield its 
reluctant confession. He doubts whether he can rely 
on evidence wrung out by torture. He finds himself 
wondering if there is not some more obvious answer 
to the riddles which are solved so ingeniously. 111 
Eduard Meyer distinguishes a "Jilngerquelle," a 
"Zw8lferquelle," and a special source for Mark 13. 
Die Jlingerquelle originated in the circle dominated 
by Peter. 2 This source, at least "in dem Bericht 
fiber die Wanderzilge," lay before Mark "in zwei 
Brechungen, u3 as is indicated by the doublets and by 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Scott, NCG, p. 155. 
2. Meyer, UAC, p. 160. 
3. Ibid., p. 134. 
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the fact "dass der ursprtlngliche Zusammenhang, die 
Bedrohung durch Heredes als Anlass ~r die ander-
ztlge Jesu, durch die von Marcus vorgenommene Ver-
wischung noch deutlich durchschimmert."1 
Die Zw8lferquelle represents a Jerusalem tradition 
which developed there after Peter's departure in 
44 A.D. It is Meyer's belief that the possession and 
use of this source by Mark offers the only acceptable 
explanation for "die Beibehaltung ihres Wortlauts" 
and for "die Kontamination in 3:13ff. und 4:10, wo 
die belden Quellen ganz in der Art wie im Hexateuch 
in einander geschoben sind. 112 
Traces of the Jtlngerquelle are to be 
seen in Mk. 2:14; 3:6,21,22,31; 5:22; 6:3; 
7:1,26; 10:46; 14:3· etc. Paragraphs 
belonging to the zw8lferquelle include 3:15-19 
(nebst 6:7-13); 4:10b-12; 9:33-56; 10:32b-45; 
14:1,2,10,11,17-24. 
Cadoux contends that three primary sources lie 
behind Mark, - a Palestinian gospel, a gospel of the 
Dispersion, and a Gentile gospel. Much emphasis is 
placed upon the so-called duplicate accounts in Mark 
6:30 - 8:26 as requiring separate sources for 
----------- -·---------
1. Ibid., p. 146. 
2. Ibid. , p. 146. 
II 
---------
explanation. Appeal is also made to Mark 6:8-9: 11 and 
he charged them that they should take nothing for 
their journey, save a staff only; no bread, no wallet, 
no money in their purse; but to go shod with sandals: 
and, said he, put not on two coats. 11 Here "extra-
ordinary violence is done to the construction of a 
sentence,"1 writes Cadoux; he concludes that verse 8 
and verse 9 must therefore have come from different 
sources. Swete, however, proposes another explanation 
fully as credible; the language of the passage, he 
says, is "suggestive of the disjointed notes on which 
the evangelist depended. 112 
With regard to Mark 3:16 ("and Simon he surnamed 
Peter"), Cadoux accepts the opinion of Nicolardot, 
namely, that the second part of the verse, "which 
breaks the normal course of the sentence, without 
having, as 3:17b, the excuse of being a parenthesis, 
betrays the awkward rehandling of a document already 
written. u3 On the other hand, if explanation is 
needed, the view of Swete concerning Mark 6:8-9 is 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Cadoux, SSG, p. 17. 
2. Swete, GSM, p. 111. 
3. Nicolardot, Les , Procedes de Redaction des 
Trois Premiers Evangelists, p. 233; see-Gadoux, 
SSG, p. l7f. 
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fully as acceptable here. 1 
The words "they that were about him with the 
twelve," in Mark 4:10, seem to represent the "twelve" 
as secondary in position. Cadoux believes it necessary 
to explain this feature as due to the interpolation 
of a fragment from another source. It is impossible, 
however, to attach much significance to this wording 
as proving the use of sources. 
A certain amount of evidence is adduced from 
the words and language that appear in the gospel. It 
is noted that two different words are used for "tomb," 
/vr~ and/etYQf€-;:'oy (Mk. 5:2f. andl5:46). Cadoux 
contends that the two were "not simultaneously current 
2 
synonyms, 11 although he admits that .ftY~f'~ was grad-
ually being superseded by/pY~ ~~o~ . It is also urged 
f , ,, 
that the use of the rather rare 70'\fT~M~ , ~l)pw<r"ros , 
Bd.v~'r;w , and ~ ·v '7TYE~M~~~:.'rt ~K~~~:.B.:...e_-rw , instead of his own 
7 I 
general more common equivalents, "again suggests a 
compiler under the influence of the language of his 
source."3 The mere use of a few unusual forme, however, 
- - - - - - - - - -
1. See the preceding paragraph. 
2. Cadoux, SSG, p. 194. 
3 . Ibid. , p. 18. 
--- ---
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proves but little, for there is nothing to show that 
Mark did not know them. More generally, Cadoux 
attempts to indicate that the peculiarities of language 
are not distributed evenly: of some 204 words that 
occur only twice in Mark, 113 "are peculiar to one 
or other of our three sources. ul 
Cadoux regards the 11Little Apocalypse" (Mk. 13) 
as dependent upon a written source. 
The material assigned to the various 
sources by Cadoux is as follows: 
The Palestinian gospel lies behind Mk . 
1:4,9-13,16-22,29-38; 2:1-28; 3:1-6,14-16, 
19,20-21,31-35; 4:1,3,4-5,6-8,10,13-23,33; 
8:1-2,3-19,21-38; 9:1; 10:35-45; 11:15-19, 
27-33; 12:1-17,34-40; 14:12-16,22,26,32, 
36-37,41,43-46,48-49,53,57-58,60-61,63-65; 
15:1,15,24,29-30,47; 16:2,8. 
The gospel of the Dispersion is seen in 
Mk . 1:2-8,14-15,23-28,40-45; 5:1-43; 6:1-7, 
9-15; 4:1,2,10-12,24-25; 6:32-33,38,40-52, 
54-56; 9:2-27; 3:22-27; 9:28-29; 10:13-34, 
46-52; 11:1-11,18,12-14,20-25; 13:5,8,14-27, 
32-37; 14:1,2,17-21,23-24,27-33,35,37-41,47, 
50-52,54,61,62,65-72; 15:3-5,19,21-23,25, 
31-38,40-41; 16:1-8. 
The Gentile gospel is reflected in Mk . 
1:1,39; 3:7-13,14,16-19; 6:7,8,16-34; 4:2-9, 
26-32; 6:35-39,41-43; 4:35-41; 6:53; 7:1-15; 
3:22-23,28-30; 7:17-37; 9:30-43,45,47-50; 
10:1-12; 12:18-34,41-44; 13:1-7,9-13,28-31; 
-------------------
1. Ibid. , p. 256. 
---'---'-= -- - -
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14:3-11,25,34,38,42,55-56; 15:1-2,6-15,16-18, 
20,26-27,32,36-37,39,42-46. 
Altogether, aside from the more important problems 
concerning the seemingly duplicate accounts in Mark 
6:30 - 8:26 and the eschatological discourse in Mark 
13, much of the evidence presented by Cadoux is 
largely of a secondary nature. It does not appear 
to be of the type to justify the exceedingly compli- . 
cated and detailed separation of the gospel into its 
alleged component parte. 
Branscomb postulates an even greater number of 
sources. One of these, he contends, dealt with the 
conflicts between Jesus and the Jewish religious 
leaders. Material which the author derived from it 
is to be found particularly in Mark 2:1 - 3:6, and 
perhaps in Mark 12:13-34. (The inclusion of the latter 
section is induced by the fact that here, 12:13, as 
in the earlier section, 3:6, there is represented 
the combined hostility of the Pharisees and the 
Herodians .) A second source is said to lie behind 
Mark 13, and a third behind the parables of the King-
dom in Mark 4, where all of the parables bear upon 
the missionary activity of the early Church. Yet 
.::.. - - --==------
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another source is responsible for the Passion account, 
beginning at Mark 14:1. The names of the Twelve in 
3:16ff. are thought to be derived from a written list 
because of the separation of Andrew and Peter, who 
otherwise (Mk. 1:16) are closely associated. The 
account of John the Baptist is regarded as a summary 
and abbreviation of some written account (Q?) in 
view of the use of more lengthy source material by 
Matthew and Luke. The Old Testament quotations, 
evidently not from the Scriptures themselves, are 
held to be derived from a collection of early Christian 
proof texts. Other sources, which Branscomb admits 
to be too obscure for definite identification, probably 
include a document dealing with information as to 
events about the Sea of Galilee, for the topographical 
references in 6:45,53, and in chapter 3, are claimed 
to be unlike data which Mark usually gives; they are 
unnecessary and only confuse the account. Another 
source possibly lies behind Mark 5, where the stories 
are closely connected and are related with an unusual 
wealth of detail. 1 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Branscomb, GOM, pp. xxiiiff. See also 
Branscomb, JLM, p. 72. 
- --- -- -
....:::::....::c...:.:__.:.:_ -- · - --- - -
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Grant advocates separate sources for the Passion 
narrative, the Controversies with the Jewish author-
ities, and the Little Apocalypse. In addition to 
these the author drew upon Q (apparently from memory) 
and also upon the mass of current oral tradition. 1 
Wade agrees that a part of Mark's information 
rests upon the oral instruction of Peter, and upon 
his own memories. He also suggests the possible use 
of Q, however, and likewise the probable incorpora-
tion, in chapter 13, of a fly-leaf of early Christian 
Apocalyptic pseudonymously attributed to Jesus. 
Additional sources may be responsible for the variant 
I 6 2 1 versions in 6:30 - 8:2 • 
:1 Taylor finds elements from a collection of 
sayings, or a number of collections, in Mark 1:7-8, 
9-11,12-13; 3:22-30; 4:21-25,30-32; 6:7-11; 8:12,34b, 
38; 9:42-50; 10:11-12,31,42-44; 11:23; 12:38-40 (and 
perhaps also in Mark 2:21-22; 4:1-9,10-12,13-20, 
26-29; 7:6-15,18-23; 8:34- 9:1; 9:11-13; 11:24-25; 
12:1-11; parts of 13:5-37)~ Redlich attributes to 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Grant, GG, p. 136f. 
2. See Vade, NTH, p. 175f. 
3. Taylor, G, p. 3lf. 
=-
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a sayings collection Mark 4:31-32; 2:1 - 3:6; 9:41-50; 
1 11:15 - 12:40; 13; 8:27 - 10:45. Goguel agrees that 
some such source may lie behind Mark 2:1 - 3:6 and 
12:12-37. 2 
hile the views of scholars representing 
the formgeschichtliche Methode will be discussed 
more completely in chapter IX, it may be stated 
here that a number of them believe some of 
the pericopae already to have been grouped 
into collections by the time they reached Mark. 
Albertz, for example, proposes that the parables 
of Mark 4 reached the author in this form. 
Similarly, Mark 2:1 - 3:6 reproduces a collection 
of Galilean StreitgesprMche and Mark 11:15 -
12:40 a collection of Jerusalem StreitgesprMche.3 
Schmidt suggests that Mark possessed as sources 
previously grouped ~~icopae for (1) the 
Passion narrative (1~16), (2) the story of 
the Sabbath at Capernaum (1:23-38), (3) the 
series of the Storm, the Gadarene Swine, the 
Daughter of Jairus, and the Haemorrhoussa 
(4:35 - 5:34), (4) the series of the Feeding 
of the Multitude, the Voyage and Landing 
(6:30ff.), and (5) the series of stories rel~ting 
the conflict with the Scribes and Pharisees.4 
The More Important Problems.- The above review of 
recent source hypotheses has brought to light a 
considerable number of features for which explanation 
is made by the postulating of earlier written documents. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Redlich, SISG, pp. 132ff. 
2. See Goguel, INT~ p. 344. 
3. See Albertz, SS, p. 2. 
4. See Schmidt, RGJ. 
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In the case of the more isolated proposals some 
attempt at evaluation has already been made. With 
regard to the more persistent claims, however, a 
detailed discussion has purposely been delayed in 
order that they may be examined in the light of all 
the proposals offered. As has been observed, the 
sources desis.nated most frequently and presented with 
the greatest amount of alleged evidence include 
(1) Q, {2) an apocalyptic fly-leaf as the basis for 
chapter 13, · {3) collections of narratives responsible 
for the apparent duplications in 6:30 - 8:26, {4) col-
lections including sayings of Jesus arising out of 
situations of c'onflict in 2:1 - 3:6 and in chapters 
11 and 12, (5) a collection of parables lying behind 
chapter 4, and (6) an earlier narrative of the 
Passion. 
1. The question concerning Mark's use of Q is 
one that has brought forth a large amount of con-
troversy and a number of contradictory opinions. 
ellhausen and E . Meyer render M~rkan dependence 
impossible by dating Q after the composition of the 
second gospel; most scholars, however, agree upon the 
- - - - - - - ..::_.::._-=:~ 
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priority of Q. 1 Manson, Branscomb, and Vade suggest 
that Mark knew Q but that he used it only slightly, 
.1 if at all,' since he assumed his readers already to 
be acquainted with its contents; the second gospel 
thus constitutes a sort of supplementary document. 2 
Burney, Easton, and Bacon contend that Ma.rk both knew 
and used Q; as has been indicated previously, Bacon's 
interpretation involves a most persistent and 
extensive dependence upon that document.3 Finally, 
Headlam, Crum, Cadoux, Moffatt, Streeter, and others 
insist that, whether Mark knew Q or not, he made no 
use of it in the composition of hie goepel.4 
Of the passages cited in support of Mark's use 
of Q the more important may now be noted. (a) In the 
report concerning the preaching of John the Baptist 
both Matthew and Luke continue in the same way ("and 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Rawlinson, SM, p. xxxvi11f. 
2. See Manson, TJ, pp. 29ff., Branscomb, TJ, p. 
52, and tade, NTH, p. 165. 
3. See Burney, POL, p. 8, Easton, RFG, p. 258, 
and Easton, CIG, pp. 18ff. Streeter, in the 
Oxford Studies (pp. 166ff.), advocated a 
similar view. Later, in hie Four Gospels 
(pp. 186ff.), he reverses that opinion. 
4. See Headlam, LTJC, p. 18, Crum, OJG, p. 190, 
Crum, SMQ, p. 276, Cadoux, SSG, p. 14, Moffatt, 
ILNT, p. 205f., Streeter, FG, pp. 186ff., 
McNeile, ISNT, p. 64, and Goodspeed, INT, p. 148. 
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fire, whose fan is in his hand") after Mark stops 
(compare Mk. 1:8 with Mt. 3:11 and Lk. 3:16f). It 
is asserted that the -only explanation for this 
phenomenon is that "Mark abbreviated what the other 
Evangelists give 1n full. 111 (b) In Mark 13:9-10 there 
is material similar to that in Matthew 10:17-18 and 
Luke 12:11-12, but the later eynoptists agree in 
presenting what appears to be the more primitive and 
original form. (c) Matthew and Luke both insert the 
Sermon on the Mount (in spite of their differences) 
just after their parallels to Mark 3:7-13. Mark 
3:13 is said to be "so hopelessly obscure" because 
the Sayings "contained a description of the crowds, 
the ascent into the 'mountain,' and the Sermon; • • • 
the roughness in Mark is due to his omission of the 
Sermon. 112 (d) In other discourses, Mark, instead of 
being the more brief and original account which 
Matthew and Luke enlarged, may be simply a brief 
summary of Q, Matthew and Luke using what Mark only 
summarized (compare the Mission Charge of Mk. 6 with 
that of Mt. 10, the eschatology of Mk. 13 with that 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Easton, CIG, p. 19. 
2. Ibid., p. 19f. 
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of Mt. 10, and the account of the Temptation in Mk. 
1:12f. with that of Mt. 4 and Lk. 4). 
Burney bases hie claim for Mark's use of Q upon 
the employment of poetical expressions. In some 
sections representing the triple tradition, for 
example, Matthew and Luke preserve 11 a characteristic 
clear-cut form of antithesis" which Mark, to some 
extent, has lost. "The inference is that the other 
Synoptists cannot, in these passages, have been 
drawing from Mark, but that both they and Mark were 
dependent upon a comm,on source ( Q) , to which they 
have adhered more faithfully than he. 111 (Compare, 
especially, Mk. 8:35 with Mt. 16:25 and Lk. 9:24, 
and Mk. 10:27 with Mt. 19:26 and Lk. 18:27.) 
Behind all of the views which postulate Mark's 
use of Q there lies the fallacious assumption that 
"the ultimate documents of the Synoptic Gospels must 
have been mutually exclusive.n 2 As Moffatt points 
out, 11 The theory assumes that Q had a monopoly of 
such sayings."3 As a matter of fact, the sayings of 
- - - - - - - - -
1. Burney, POL, p. 8. 
2. Goodspeed, INT, p. 148. 
3. Moffatt, ILNT, p. 205. 
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Jesus must have been circulated in many directions, 
and "it is contrary to all probabilities that they 
were drawn into the single channel of Q, so that the 
writer had to derive them from this source. "1 It 
seems to have escaped the attention of some critics 
that independent traditions may include resemblances 
because each is essentially authentic. The more 
reasonable conclusion is that Mark and Q are 11 two 
independent and trustworthy witnesses, who illustrate 
and corroborate one another; differing because they 
are independent and agreeing because they are trust-
worthy. "2 
Another objection to the idea of Markan dependence 
upon Q 1s the fact that such a small amount of the 
latte~'s material is duplicated. As Streeter shows, 
the overlapping of Mark and Q covers only about 50 
verses of Mark.3 It is difficult to suppose that 
an author writing for G€nt.1les, and having before 
him such accounts as the story of the Centurion and 
the saying of Matthew 11:27, should have omitted them. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Ibid., p. 205. 
2. Crum, OJG, p. 190. See also, in this connection, 
Crum, SMQ, p. 276. 
3. Streeter, FG, p. 187. 
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"If it is answered that he wrote for men who had 
access to Q, then why does he cumber his pages by 
misquoting so much of Q? 111 Furthermore, it is evident, 
from such passages as his introduction to the long 
story of the death of John the Baptist (6:14-29), that 
he was free from considerations of space; this, there-
fore, cannot be regarded as a cause for omissions. 
Moffatt and McNeile suggest that in a 
few isol~ted cases (as in Mk. 3:22f.; 8:11-12, 
15; etc.) early copyists, influenced by 
Matthew and Luke, may have inserted into the 
text of Mark a few sayings originally found 
only in Q.2 It is unnecessary, however, to 
hold such a view in order to explain the facts. 
It may also be noted that Loisy regarded 
both Q and Mark as derived ultimately from the 
reminiscences of Peter. Moffatt, also, 
believes that ''Q itself must have gone back 
partiall~ to the Petrine tradition of the 
sayings. •3 If this hypothesis be true, then 
a further explanation (if such is required) 
for the resemblances between Mark and Q is 
that both have Peter as their authority. 
An examination of the facts thus reveals little real 
evidence for the claim that Mark made use of the 
document Q in the composition of his gospel. 
2. More convincing arguments have been adduced 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Cadoux, SSG, p. 14. 
2. See Moffatt, ILNT, p. 205f., and McNeile, ISNT, 
p. 64. 
3. Moffatt, ILNT, p. 205. 
- - - - - - ----=-=-=-· -
in support of the contention that in Mark 13:3-37 
the author has incorporated material from an apoc-
-alyptic fly-leaf. This idea, advanced by Colani in 
1865, has been adopted by a large number of scholars. 
Numerous indications for such a source may be 
presented: (a) The Little Apoc-alypse constitutes 
the only example of a lengthy discourse to be found 
in Mark's gospel. 1 The author himself was not 
accustomed to writing in this way. (b) Chapter 13 
is itself a unit, with introduction, climax, and 
final parable of warning. "Isolated from its setting, 
it makes complete sense - better sense, in fact, than 
in its present position." 2 (c) The section follows 
the general outline and includes the form of develop-
ment that are typical of distinctly apocalyptic 
writings. (d) Mark 13:1-2 refers to the destruction 
of the temple; the rest of the chapter deals with 
something else, - the End of the Age and the coming 
of the Son of Man. Mark 13:5ff., therefore, cannot 
have been a part of Jesus' original reply to the 
1. The parables in Mark 4 do not represent a 
single discourse. 
2. Branscomb, GOM, p. 231. See also Branscomb, 
TJ, p. 45. 
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apostles' question relative to the time of the destruc-
tion. (e) The opening paragraph (13:5-13) seems to 
represent the Christians as a Jewish sect that is 
persecuted in synagogues and courts, and hence 
reflects the type of situation which frequently gave 
rise to such apocalyptic documents. (f) Certain 
literary forms occurring here are distinctly peculiar 
to this section, and cannot, without difficulty, be 
ascribed to Mark himself. Such phrases as the 
parenthetical ~ ~l'otrc.v~crKwv voE~Tw (13:14) and o ~€ 
c ,.. \ , " \ , "li nl :ye<t.v ~, "Trd\..a-w ~ egen seinem Stil ganz fern. 
{g) Aside from the literary difficulty that appears 
when the parenthesis of 13:14 is attributed to Mark 
himself' the presence of the woro 11 readeth 11 is other-
wise particularly significant. Its occurrence in 
the midst of direct words supposedly spoken by Jesus 
indicates that the passage originally appeared as a 
written document. "Whatever may be the historic 
value of the sayings in the apocalypse, it is a 
literary product, not the record of what Jesus said 
on this or any other occasion, but a tract of the 
2 
apocalyptic propaganda." 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Meyer, UAC, p. 129. 
2. Moffatt, ILNT, p. 208. 
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On the grounds of such considerations, some have 
proceeded to characterize the entire chapter as an 
apocalyptic source incorporated by Mark. Meyer 
writes, for example: 11Es 1st ganz klar, dass diese 
ganze VerkUndung mit dem h1stor1schen Jesus nichts 
zu tun hat, sondern ein Erzeugnis der ersten Generation 
der Chr1stengeme1nde 1st, deren Schickeale vorausgesagt 
werden • • • • Was una Marcus in cp. 13 b1etet, 1st 
die Tradition, die sich in dem engeren Kreise der 
Leiter der Urgemeinde geb1ldet bat und 1hrem Messias 
in den Mund gelegt wird auf Grund der Erwartungen, 
die s1e an ihn kn~pfen. 111 A greater number of 
scholars, however, assign only certain parts of the 
chapter to the incorporated document, particularly 
13:7-8,14-20,24-27. 2 
Mk. 13:30-37 and the parable of the Fig 
tree just before (13:28-29) "are very prim-
itive and have strong claims to be regarded 
as utterances of Jesus, although not necessarily 
uttered on this occasion or in answer to the 
question about the destruction of the Temple."3 
Over against the theory of an apocalyptic fly-
leaf is the fact that a number of the details in 
- - - - - - - - - - - ------------
1. Meyer, UAC, p. 129. 
2. So Rawlinson, SM, p. 181, and Moffatt, ILNT, 
p. 207, and Grant, GG, p. 134. 
3. Major, MMJ, p. 160. 
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Mark 13 agree with what appears in other sources, 
thus suggesting the essential authenticity of the 
report: (a) The statement that the disciples will be 
persecuted bears striking similarity to a saying of 
Q (compare Mk. 13:11 with Lk. 12:llf.). (b) The 
warning that members of a family will rise up against 
one another also has the thought expressed in Q 
(compare Mk. 13:12 with Lk. 12:5lff. and Mt. 10:34ff.). 
(c) The saying concerning false messiahs and prophets 
is reproduced by Q (compare Mk. 13:2lf. with Lk. 
17:23 and Mt. 24:26). (d) The ingathering of the 
elect from the four winds has the thought found in 
Q (compare Mk. 13:27 with Lk. 13:29 and Mt. 8:11). 
(e) The prophecy of calamities coming upon Judea and 
the people suggests a prophecy of Q (compare Mk. 
13:14-20 with Lk. 13:34f. and Mt. 23:37ff.) and also 
a prophecy of L (compare Lk. 19:41-44 and Lk. 23:27-31). 
These resemblances are said to indicate the genuine-
ness of the sayings of Mark 13, and to suggest that 
the editor has simply put them together in a long 
discourse in such a way as to create a total effect 
"quite different from anything which Jesus meant to say. "1 
--------------------------- II 
1. Manson, TJ, p. 261. 
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It must be admitted,- however, that only two of the 
instances cited above (d and e) constitute parts 
of Mark 13 which are more universally assigned to 
the apocalyptic fly-leaf, and in these cases the 
alleged authentication by Q (and L) is not clear 
enough to be especially convincing. 
hile the evidence of a written source for the 
Little Apocalypse may scarcely be characterized as 
conclusive, on the other hand there is considerable 
reason for accepting the attitude of Turner when he 
says that, although men like Erbes, Spitta, Vellhausen, 
J. Weiss, Bousset, Moffatt, and R.H. Charles1 cannot 
be expected to agree in all details, yet their 
general agreement "in the broad thesis that sources, 
Jewish and Jewish Christian, underlie the Apocalypse, 
is too solid to be dismiseed. 112 
Turner, incidentally, finding that Luke, 
in 21:20-36, does not seem to follow the 
corresponding part of Mark 13 as closely as he 
does in earlier passages in the same chapter, 
and believing that i( "is difficult to suppose 
that the 'fly-leaf' imbedded in Mk. 13 was 
the only literary production of its kind, 
- - - - - - - - -
1. To this list may also be added the names of 
Bacon, Meyer, Rawlinson, Branscomb, and Streeter, 
among more recent critics. 
2. Turner, OS, p. 142. 
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concludes that "it may be that Lk. 21:20-36 
rests upon a similar oracle."l Streeter, 
similarly, ventures the suggestion that some 
such document "was known to Paul, and was 
accepted by him too as an authentic utterance 
of Jesus. That at any rate would explain 
the teaching about the Man of Sin in II Thes-
salonians. This expectation of an Anti-
Christ is not at all the kind of thing which 
a mind like Paul's would have spontaneously 
introduced into Christian teaching. tt2 
Although recognizing that the fly-leaf 
must have been a fixed unit at the time when 
it reached Mark, Branscomb believes that in 
itself it was a composite document.3 Such a 
view is necessary, however, only when the 
entire chapter 13 is assigned to it; 13:7-8, 1
1 
14-20,24-27 involve none of the difficulties 
which .Branscomb encounters. I 
The date for the incorporated source is 
variously placed. Bacon argues that it can 
be 11 at no other time than 40 A.D. , tt4 following 
the attempt of Caligula (in 38 A.D.) to 
introduce the Roman imperial cultus into the 
temple. Meyer supposes it to have appeared 
11 1n den fUnfziger Jahren oder spl!testens etwa 
um die Zeit der Verfolgung, der der Herro-
bruder Jakobus zum Opfer f1el" (i.e. 62 A.D.) .5 
Moffatt, Streeter, and others specify the 6 seventh decade, or 11 some years before A.D. 70.n 
3. The alleged duplications in Mark 6:30- 8:26 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Ibid., p. 142. 
2. Streeter, FG, p. 493. 
3. Branscomb, GOM, p. 231. 
4. Bacon, GOM, p. 132. 
5. Meyer, UAC, p. 130. 
6. Streeter, FG, p. 485. See also Moffatt, ILNT, 
p. 208. 
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are listed by McNeile as follows:l 
6:31-44 = 8:1-9 
6:45-52 = 8: lOa 
6: 53-56 = 8: lOb 
7:1-23 = 8:11-12 
7:24-31 == 8:13-21 
7:32-37 = 8:22-26 
"It is exceedingly difficult to believe, 11 writes 
Montefiore, "that not only parallel stories (doublets as 
they are usually called), but groups of parallel stories, 
groups of doublets • • • , can have any other than a 
literary or written origin. 112 
It must be confessed that in an ordinary reading 
of Mark 6:30- 8:26 only two of the so-called doublets 
are especially conspicuous: the accounts of the 
feeding of the multitude (6:31-44 and 8:1-9) and the 
healing of the blind man (7:32-37 and 8:22-26). The · 
supposed repetition in the other cases might easily 
escape the notice of writer and reader alike. 
The two reports concerning the feeding of the 
multitude are by far the most surprising. It is true 
that the disciples' question in the second account 
(8:4 - "Whence shall one be able to fill these men 
with bread here in a desert place? 11 ) is unintelligible 
in view of the earlier version. If the author conceives 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. McNeile, ISNT, p. 53. 
2. Montefiore, SG, vol. I, p. xxxii. 
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of two distinct events, "this makes us ask how any 
writer interested in the reliability of his witnesses 
should represent them as forgetful and obtuse to 
the point of imbecility. 111 The only explanation, 
it is urged, is that Mark employed sources contain-
ing the different versions. In reply to this assertion 
several considerations must be noted. It is difficult 
to see, in the first place, why the writer should 
fail to recognize the incongruity of the disciples' 
question (in 8:4) any more easily if he were using 
sources than if he was relying upon oral tradition 
(the reminiscences of Peter). If the story was being 
told in different ways it is reasonable to suppose 
that Mark understood two separate incidents of feed-
ing to have occurred, and he was careful to include 
both versions without considering the difficulties 
involved. In the second place, it is not impossible 
that Mark possessed rough notes which he himself 
had made as he had listened to the telling of the 
narratives; his use of these is as likely as his 
use of independent sources. Rawlinson offers the 
--------------- -·--------- -
1. Cadoux, SSG, p. 17. 
I 
I 
242 
suggestion, finally, that the evangelist may have 
included such doublets as this "for reasons of sym-
bolism (two feedings of the multitude, because the 
1 Gospel was for Gentiles as well as for Jews). 11 Be 
this as it may, the fact remains that the hypothesis 
of sources avoids the difficulty but little better, 
if at all, than does the view that Mark himself was 
the original writer. 
Concerning the observation of Cadoux, following 
Loisy, that the two versions use different words for 
"basket" ( Ko<f>,vos in 6:43 and cr!v.o:s in 8:8), it may 
7 
be said that no scholar is justified in assuming 
that either Mark or his authority (Peter) must have 
known and used only one term exclusively. 2 
Altogether the conclusion of Cadbury recommends 
itself highly: "The clues from doublets like the two 
accounts of feeding the multitude ••• are, like 
the alleged evidence of translation, not incompatible 
with a writer's use of oral material. 11 3 
1. Rawlinson, SM, p. xxxvi1. 
2. See Cadoux, SSG, p. 17. He quotes Loisy, 
L Evangile selon Marc., p. 228. 
3. Cadbury, MLA, p. 90. 
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4. The so-called conflict-section in Mark 2:1 -
3:6 is attributed to a special source by Branscomb, 
Grant, Redlich, Goguel, Moffatt, and a few others, 
for several reasons. The five incidents of Mark 
2:1-12,13-17,18-22,23-28, and 3:1-6 are said to possess 
a characteristic uniformity which can only be explained 
in this way. It is claimed that the combined opposi-
tion of the Herodians and Pharisees (3:6) could 
scarcely have taken place this early in Jesus' ministry; 
it is described here because Mark inserts the contents 
of his source at this point. The use of the expres-
sion "Son of Man" in the messianic sense (2:10,28) 
is not in accord with Mark's general idea of develop-
ment concerning Jesus. Finally, there is the 
"unlikelihood of such an immediate and rapid succession 
of encounters. nl The source is thought to be resumed 
in 12:13-34, 2 and possibly in chapter 11,3 chiefly 
because of the reference again to the combination of 
the Pharisees and the Herodians (12:13). 
The arguments, however, are not thoroughly 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Moffatt, ILNT, p. 231. 
2. So Branscomb, GOM, p. xxiiif. 
3. So Taylor and Redlich. 
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convincing. Naturally a characteristic uniformity 
would appear where similar types of incidents 
(conflicts) are being described. While it is true 
that the opposition of the Pharisees and Herodians 
at this point is improbable from the chronological 
point of view, yet the series of conflict accounts 
may easily have been suggested to the author by 
association of ideas: the incident at Capernaum, 
with which the section opens, resulted in a similar 
experience of conflict.1 Concerning the use of the 
expression "Son of Man," it is by no means proved 
that a messianic interpretation is necessary; even 
its use in such a sense need not offer any insur-
mountable difficulty, for Mark (and Peter) can hardly 
have refrained from reading back into earlier 
experiences and utterances some of their later con-
ceptions. The report, finally, of "such an immediate 
and rapid succession of encounters" is simply a 
matter of grouping; it is no more difficult to believe 
that Mark himself brought the incidents together than 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. It must be remembered, also, that the Petrine 
tradition specifically relinquishes all claim 
of "order." 
-- .. · ~' 
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to believe that the writer of a supposed source did 
so. 
5. The use by Mark of a special source of 
parables in the composition of 4:1-34 is advocated 
by several scholars. One of the contentions in 
support of this view is that here, as in Mark 13, 
the author deviates from his usual procedure and 
presents a longer body of discourse material. Also 
unlike the more common method employed is the extended 
inclusion of the contents of Jesus' teaching rather 
than a description of the effect of the teaching 
upon his hearers. Furthermore, the comment in 4:33-34 
{"And with many such parables spake he the word unto 
them, as they were able to hear it; and without a 
parable spake he not unto them") is said to be un-
intelligible unless it was originally a part of such 
a source: "Obviously the statement refers to the 
collection of parables, i.e. to the contents of the 
source; not to anything which precedes or follows." 1 
Here, again, the argumentation is not partic-
ularly convincing. Unlike the discourse in chapter 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Riddle, EGS, p. 77. 
I 
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13 these parables are not recorded as a continuous 
group of sayings. As was concluded in the case of 
the conflict series (2:1- 3:6), the parables have 
been placed together by association of ideas. 
Mark, as well as a composer of a source, may well 
have combined them thus. Such a combination would 
obviously stress the contents of the teaching rather 
than the effect upon the hearers; it is impossible 
to suppose that Mark would always follow the procedure 
of emphasizing effect rather than content. Concerning 
the statement in 4:33-34, where else, it may be 
asked, except after such a series of parables, could 
the well-attested fact that Jesus resorted repeatedly 
to the parabolic method of teaching be more appropri-
ately recorded? 
One or two additional considerations likewise 
speak against the postulation of a source for this 
section. As Branscomb states, these parables of the 
kingdom all bear upon the missionary activity of the 
early Church.l Mark, the companion and missionary 
associate of Paul and Barnabas and Peter, may well 
1. Branscomb, GOM, p. xxiiif. 
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be expected to have possessed a special interest 
in this type of teaching. He had every reason to 
bring together such a collection of parables. It 
may also be observed that the hearers of the parables 
are said to be the crowd in 4:1-9, the disciples in 
4:10ff., and finally the crowd again. Such a defect 
of "order" is entirely in keeping with the admittedly 
fragmentary character of Mark's writing. 
6. The claim that a special source underlies the 
account of the Passion (14:1- 16:8) rests primarily 
upon the fact that here the record includes more 
authentic descriptive details than are to be found 
in the earlier chapters. The notes concerning time 
and place no longer appear to be editorial additions 
merely to link the stories together, but instead are 
exact and evidently reliable descriptive elements. 
Also it is observed that "the story moves steadily 
forward in a way which has no parallel"1 elsewhere 
in the gospel. In addition there is said to be the 
general probability that the earliest progressive 
and unified account should be that which was related 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Lightfoot, HIG, p. 127. 
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to the death of Jesus, in order to show what Jesus 
had done to bring death upon himself, and in order 
to indicate that all was but the fulfillment of 
Scripture. 1 
The more abundant and exact descriptive details, 
however, and the progressive movement of the story in 
these chapters, all have a more plausible and reason-
able explanation. In earlier discussions it has been 
shown that Mark, as a resident of Jerusalem and as 
one very near to the events of the Passion, would 
clearly be in a position to grasp and to comprehend 
readily just such details and elements of development 
as appear here. His personal knowledge of locations 
and individuals would necessarily enable him to 
present the record of these scenes in an exceptionally 
intelligible and accurate fashion. 
Conclusions.- The evidence that has been accumulated 
denies, for the most part, that Mark relied upon the 
use of sources in the composition of his gospel. Most 
1. Ibid., p. 129f. But even if the first written 
record should be concerned with the events of 
the Passion:-Mark's personal knowledge would 
render unlikely his use of such a document. 
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of the theories proposed are supported by contentions 
that fail to carry weight in the light of all the 
facts. The explanations which they provide are less 
satisfactory than the explanation offered by the 
Petrine tradition. The only section which may, with 
considerable justification, be ascribed to a previously 
written document is that part of the Little Apocalypse 
which is found in Mark 13:7-8,14-20,24-27. To admit 
the possibility that some thirteen verses 1n the 
gospel are not original with John Mark certainly does 
not tend seriously to invalidate the fundamental 
tenets of the Petrine tradition. The most that can 
be said in behalf of the proposed hypotheses has 
been expressed by Rawlinson: 11 The Evangelist may have 
been using sources, but, if so, it is extremely un-
likely that modern conjecture can succeed in determin-
ing what they were • "1 
A Note on Mark 16:9-20.- Since it is gen~rally 
admitted that these verses did not constitute a part 
of the original gospel, but were added to supply the 
- - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Rawlinson, SM, p. xliii. 
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deficiency created by the abrupt ending at 16:8, 
extended discussion is not necessary at this point. 
The source for this ending obviously was not John 
Mark; but since it was not added by him it cannot 
be regarded as a source used by him. Hence the 
matter does not fall under the present consideration. 
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CHAPTER VIII: INTERPRETATION IN MARK 
Bea~ Upon the Problem.- The tradition that Mark's 
gospel is a document reproducing information which 
the author derived from Peter is brought into question 
by the pronouncement, made by a number of critics, 
that the gospel reflects, not the historical recollec-
tiona of an eyewitness primarily, but rather the 
influence of progressive speculation, interpretation, 
and set purpose. In view of the various proposals 
that have been announced, the matter resolves itself 
into two pertinent problems: (1) Does the gospel 
reveal that Mark had a greater interest in his partic-
ular purpose in writing than in an unbiased presenta-
tion of Peter's reminiscences? This question involves 
an investigation concerning Mark's object in composing 
the document, in order to determine whether or not 
he has subordinated the received information to 
personal designs. (2) Does the gospel indicate that 
the ~etrine) material employed has been so greatly 
colored by non-Petrine influences, particularly by 
Pauline influences, that it may no longer be said to 
constitute the content of Peter's remembrances and 
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preaching? The answer to both of these questions 
must be sought in the gospel itself. The verdict 
must be determined by the actual presence or absence 
of clearly non-Petrine interpretative elements. 
The Influence of the Markan Aim.- " e have, in fact, 11 
writes Manson, "to realize that just as there is a 
personal equation, of which we must take account, 
in the work of St. Matthew or St. Luke, so there is 
probably a personal equation in the writers of the 
original sources." 1 Or, as Case has expressed the 
thought, 11 the Marean interest in Jesus must be 
pronounced dominantly interpretative in character. 
Even in those sections of the book that portray 
most vividly the humble and unofficial side of 
Jesus' career there is a pervasive apologetic 
atmosphere." 2 
In reviewing the various suggestions that have 
been made in this direction, it is to be observed, 
first of all, that moat of the views proposed rest 
on the assumption that Mark's portrayal of Jesus 
- - - - - - - - - - ·- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Manson, TJ, p. 9. 
2. Case, JNB, p. 21. 
- - - - -
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is dominated almost wholly by his theological point 
of view. "Mark is no mere collector, 11 states 
Montefiore. "He is a theologian; not a theologian 
like Paul or 'John,' but yet a theologian. He looks 
at the life and death of Jesus from a special point 
of view. He has his theories about them."l 
The tendency to regard the work of Mark in this 
light goes back at least to Wrede. It was Vrede's 
contention that Mark indeed combined and edited 
authentic material, but he did so according to his 
own historically-unfounded conceptions . Those 
passages in which Jesus seems to conceal his messiah-
ship, or in which he requests his disciples not to 
reveal it, are due to Mark himself. The whole idea 
of the Messiasgeheimnis is Mark's invention. The 
earliest Christian community did not profess that 
Jesus, during his lifetime, had performed messianic 
acts. Only later, when the need was felt to interpret 
his activity thus, did the idea become a part of 
Christian thinking. The earlier tradition, from 
which messianic characteristics were wholly lacking, 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Montefiore, SG, vol. I, p. xlii. 
and the later tradition (of Mark's own time) that 
Jesus ~ Messiah, the author has attempted to 
combine by his ingenius idea of the Messianic Secret. 
:1 Mark is thus to be regarded primarily, not as an 
unbiased reporter of historical information, but as 
a theologian who has imposed his own ideas, and the 
ideas of his own time, upon the traditional material. 
~bile the majority of more recent scholars 
have not accepted all of the tenets of Wrede's 
proposition, some of them, nevertheless, insist 
that Mark's theology has 1n considerable degree 
colored and influenced his writing. Meyer, for 
example, is convinced that Mark's governing pre-
supposition is his 11 Glaube an Jesu Messianitl!t und 
Gottessohnschaft."1 The development in the gospel 
is determined completely by the requirements of this 
belief; all else 11 kommt • • • nicht in Betracht. 11 
'hatever other elements appear have crept in inad-
vertantly. That which Mark relates concerning 11 the 
man Jesus of Nazareth," he tells only as it enables 
him to portray Jesus the Messiah. It was not his 
1. Meyer, UAC~ p. 122. 
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concern to trace the development from man to Messiah 
and Son of God, but to reveal the Messiah and Son 
of God. "Alles 1st beherrscht von den Anschauungen 
des Chr1stentums und daher in der Auffassung und 
Gestaltung von der gesch1chtl1chen Grundlage schon 
betrl!chtl1ch abgerUckt."1 Meyer admits, however, 
that earthly and human characteristics of Jesus do 
appear so as to allow the winning of a reasonably 
reliable picture. 
One of the most recent critics strikingly akin 
to l rede in a number of points of view is Robert H. 
Lightfoot. It is his opinion that both the second 
and the fourth gospels are works "put together and 
arranged in accordance with a definite plan and 
purpose, which is never long forgotten; and in neither 
case was the plain record of historic fact the chief 
2 purpose of the author. 11 Both of these gospels were 
written, not by or for historians, but by and for 
disciples, in order to awaken and develop faith and 
love. Lightfoot appears to approve of the statement 
of Or1gen relative to the purpose of all of the 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Ibid., p. 123. 
2. Lightfoot, HIG, p. x111. 
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evangelists; this purpose was Nto give the truth, 
where possible, at once spiritually and corporeally, 
but where this was not possible, to prefer the 
spiritual to the corporeal, the true spiritual meaning 
being often preserved, as one might say, in the 
corporeal falsehood. 111 
The gospel of Mark, continues Lightfoot, is 
built on a definite doctrine. "Its foundation is 
that Jesus is the Messiah or Christ. 112 The notable 
feature is that this is a secret, closely kept 
throughout the ministry; it was revealed to the 
disciples only near the end, and to others only at 
the very last. Thus Mark may be called "the book 
of the revelation of the (secret) Messiahship of 
Jesus."3 
In Mark, as in all of the gospels, according 
to Lightfoot, there have been preserved only those 
incidents and sayings which contributed to the 
religious ideas of the time. 4 These have been 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Origen, Comm. on St. John's Gospel, x,4; quoted 
in Lightfoot, HIG, p. xiv. 
2. Lightfoot, BIG, p. 59. 
3. Ibid. , p. 98. 
4. Ibid., p. 208. 
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retained, not for their own sake, but because of 
that which they may help to explain. Actually but 
little real historical kno wledge of Jesus is avail-
able: "For all the inestimable value of the gospels, 
they yi ld us little more than a whisper of his voice; 
we trace in them but the outskirts of his ways." 1 
Ropes, like Lightfoot, classifies the second 
gospel, along with the fourth gospel, as fundamentally 
theological in scope. Mark, he writes, "is a kind 
of theological pamphlet, treating of the great problem 
which at the outset confronted Jewish believers in 
Jesus the Messiah. The problem was not to prove 
that Jesus was the Messiah; of that in this period 
of enthusiastic faith and hope they were already 
· convinced. It was, rather, to explain to themselves 
and to others how it could have come about that his 
career on earth had ended in contumely and a criminal's 
2 
death." To do this Mark employs two methods: (1) He 
shows what the quarrel was, and that Jesus was 
innocent (except that late in his ministry he did 
claim himself to be Messiah); (2) he shows that Jesus' 
1. Ibid., P• 225. 
2. Ropes, SG, p. 10. 
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death occurred according to a divine plan in order 
that he might rise again. 1 "Jesus, Mark declares, 
was a perfectly harmless Roman subject, and a devout 
and loyal follower of the religion of his own people. 
He was put to death because he claimed to be the 
Messiah, and for no other reason, and his death was 
the divinely appointed pathway to the future vic-
torious issue of the Messiah's triumphant career." 2 
A combination of these theological aims which 
are said to have dominated Mark's portrayal is sug-
gested by Lake. It was the author's intention, he 
says, (1) to show that Jesus was the Messiah, the 
"Son of Man," who, at the end, would come again on 
the clouds of heaven, (2) to explain why this was not 
perceived during Jesus' lifetime (he had not dis-
closed the fact to his follower~, and (3) to show why 
Jesus was opposed. With regard to the last of these 
alleged aims of Mark Lake differs from Ropes by 
1. To this end are the sayings of Mk. 4 and Mk. 
13. The latter chapter Ropes regards as an 
integral part of the gospel, though the various 
(authentic) sayings in it may have been already 
arranged in paragraphs before Mark used them 
(SG, p. 18 and p. 28). 
2. Ibid., p. 34. 
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declaring that the author attributes the hostility 
toward Jesus, not to the latter's claim of messiah-
ship, but to his different interpretation of the Law. 1 
Over against these opinions stand a number of 
considerations which cast grave doubts upon the 
validity of many of them. The common assertion that 
Mark wrote as one who accepted the messiahship of 
Jesus is, of course, not to be denied. On the other 
hand, the insistence of Meyer and Lightfoot that this 
belief was so dominant that it resulted in a com-
paratively unbistorical (and hence non-Petrine) 
presentation of Jesus is wholly unjustified. As 
Scott has written concerning the author, "if his one 
purpose is theological he has woefully failed in it. 
The facts . which he brings forward do not prove, 
except to those who are convinced already, that 
Jesus was 'the Messiah, the Son of God .' 112 His 
reports of many of Jesus' works obviously could not 
have been included simply to "prove" the messiahship 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Lake, !NT, p. 38. 
2 . Scott, VGR, p. 97. Scott here alters some-
what his earlier view that all of the synop-
tic gospels "are colored by theological 
ideas, to a much greater extent than is at 
first sight apparent" (NCG, p. 144). 
- +--
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of Jesus, for he himself asserts that the Pharisees 
were not deeply impressed by "signs" of this sort. 1 
If Mark had wished to promulgate a new theory he 
would have done so more explicitly. If he was 
attempting to present a new and significant Chris-
tology "his intention was not perceived by the other 
two evangelists, who apparently thought him defective 
at this very point. 112 
If Mark had been so greatly motivated by a 
desire to prove Jesus to be Messiah that he sacri-
ficed authentic tradition to this end, it is impossible 
that he would have included those accounts which seem 
to place human limitations upon Jesus, and which one 
or both of the later synoptists alter or omit for 
that reason. Jesus meets with resistance (1:24); 
his activities are slowly performed and require the 
use of various means (6:5; 7:31-35; 8:22-26); he 
hungers (11:12); he has need of rest (4:38); he sighs 
(7:34; 8:12); he wonders (6:6); he grieves (3:5); 
he wishes to be alone (1:35; 6:30-32); he is said to 
be "beside himself" (3:21); he has dealings with 
1. Scott, VGR, p. 98. 
2 . I b id • , p. 3 4 f • 
the demons (1:34). "If the Jesus of Mark is not a 
humanitarian rabbi or sympathetic prophet, he is 
still less the pictorial representation of a divine 
energy in history. 111 The portrayal is too frankly 
realistic to admit of any other conclusion. 
Similarly, objections must be raised against 
the announcement that Mark subordinated tradition 
to his purpose of explaining on the basis of s crecy 
the non-recognition of Jesus' messiahship during his 
lifetime. In the first place, there is no acceptable 
reason why the secrecy which Mark describes should 
not be grounded in fact. Jesus' messiahship was not 
of the kind expected by Israel. He had every cause 
for realizing that an immediate declaration would be 
misinterpreted. To assume that his reticence was 
the invention of Mark is far less convincing than the 
assumption that Mark's authority reported it. which 
ever way the origin of Mark's explanation is considered, 
the author cannot be said to have made all else sec-
ondary to 1 t. hy, if this were the case, did he 
include such accounts as those regarding John the 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Moffatt, ILNT, p. 235. 
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Baptist, the call of the first disciples, the parables 
of the Kingdom of God, the numerous works of wonder, 
and much else? A writer who would forsake tradition 
for the sake of his theological aim would not have 
incorporated in his work so much of tradition that 
was unrelated to that aim. 
Much the same may be said concerning the opinions 
of Ropes and Lake that the dominating influence was 
the desire to explain the paradox of the Messiah 
suffering a criminal's death. Here, again, the 
alleged desire was undoubtedly present in some degree, 
but not to the extent maintained, especially by Ropes. 
As enumerated in the abbve paragraph, there is too 
much in the gospel that has no bearing upon this 
desire to allow the conviction that it was the ex-
elusive determining factor. 
Altogether, these proposed influences were perhaps 
all present in some measure. Mark undoubtedly did 
wish to present Jesus as the Messiah, to explain the 
failure of .men to recognize him as such, and to 
show why the Messiah should suffer hostility and be 
put to death. But, as has been seen, none of these 
motives could have been such as to lead to the 
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misrepresentation of tradition in its behalf. The 
very fact that all have been ascribed to the author 
by various critics provides strong evidence that no 
one of them can be regarded as exclusively present. 
Even all of these combined do not explain the inclusion 
of much that the gospel contains. "Only by increasing 
the number of theological interests so that they 
cover most aspects of the life of Jesus in which 
early Christians were interested can this point of 
view be maintained. For the Gospel supplies informa-
tion on too many points to be reduced to a single 
1 
theme. 11 
The important element that must be remembered 
in all of this is that Peter himself preached and 
taught the messiahship of Jesus. It is inconceivable 
that Mark arbitrarily placed upon the lips of the 
:· apostle whom he knew so well a messianic "confession" 
I 
I 
:I 
that was purely false. And the apostle who made that 
"confession" certainly may be expected to have 
included that insight among his most treasured 
recollections. The Petrine speeches in Acts, even 
if considered to be partly literary in origin, can 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Branscomb, GOM, p. xx. 
-- --
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hardly be totally in error in supporting this fact. 1 
r hile it is Mark who actually writes of Jesus as 
Messiah, there is every reason to believe that this 
conception constituted an integral part of the Petrine 
reminiscences. There is no need whatever for assuming 
that Mark deviated noticeably from his teacher at 
this point, or for believing that he required the 
personal or community invention of unhistorical 
interpretative material to bolster up his account. 
o better than Peter, likewise, would know of Jesus' 
hesitancy in allowing himself to be called Messiah 
or know of the reasons for his death? Some of the 
critics appear to become unduly critical and pr sume 
that the early Church and the early writers would 
regard as acceptable only those explanations of events 
which they themselves had invented. It seems to be 
forgotten that in many instances the events may 
provide their own interpretation. "one cannot but 
wonder sometimes, 11 wri tea Scott, "what kind of Gospels 
some writers are wanting when they reject the present 
ones as unsatisfactory. ould they have preferred 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. The credibility of the Petrine speeches in Acts 
is discussed on p. 172f. 
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something by a scribe or a Sadducee, who saw nothing 
in Jesus but a Galilean carpenter? Would they have 
wished Mark, when he sat down to write, to divest 
himself entirely of his Christian ideas and to adopt 
a purely official attitude, stating the bare facts 
just as they might have appeared to any casual 
observer? Such a Gospel would have had a very 
limited value, even as a record of fact.Hl 
Scott insists, incidentally, that it is 
the 3uty of the historian, as distinct from 
the mere chronicler, to relate outward events 
to their underlying causes and effects. "The 
chronicler has no other aim than to catalogue 
the events as they occurred - one following 
another like waves on the beach. History 
only begins when this work of the annalist is 
ended. It seeks to discover a cause and a 
purpose in events that seemed meaningless, 
and to co-ordinate them by means of some 
governing idea. By this effort to interpret 
them the historian does not distort the facts. 
He rather illuminates them and helps us to 
see them in their right perspective. This 
is true of history, and particularly of 
biography. 11 2 
Branscomb is essentially correct when he writes, 
"From the beginning the career and its interpreta-
tion became one."3 To say that a gospel must be 
1. Scott, VGR, p. 30. 
2. Ibid., p. 29. 
3. Branscomb, GOM, p. xx1f. 
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history Q! theology, but not both, is to set up 
false alternatives. It may be both. It is evident 
here, however, that dogma and doctrine seem to be 
"plainly secondary."1 That which does present itself 
provides no convincing indication that it is Mark's 
own peculiar contribution arising out of his own 
ulterior theological motives. 
Other proposals concerning Mark 's primary object 
in writing involve somewhat less seriously the 
essential validity of the Petrine tradition. Not 
entir ly unlike the claims of theological motives, 
though much less extreme, is the opinion of Bacon 
that the author's purpose was a "religious" one. 
The gospels must be seen as religious teachings and 
must be tested from this point of view. That 
religious teachings are present no one can deny. 
But, as was suggested in the case of previously-
mentioned theories, "this does not mean that the 
historical record is made wholly subordinate to 
religious ideas. The evangelists, when all is said, 
have given us the most fascinating story ever written, 
1. Ibid., p. xxii. 
- -- -- -
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and they cannot have done so by mere accident. ttl 
Even the inclusion of the parables cannot all be 
attributed entirely to the lessons which they are 
thought to teach, 2 for these lessons "are often left 
out and often misinterpreted. 11 3 It is "difficult to 
believe that the primitive Christians had such a 
consuming passion for sermons that stories of the 
Life of Jesus could only be introduced by a side door."4 
Also somewhat related is the declaration of 
Votaw (following JUlicher) that Mark and the other 
gospels "are to be viewed, not as historical writings 
produced by a historical impulse and method, but 
as propagandist writings -of this early Christian 
~ovement • • • • These books were not called Lives 
of Jesus, but 'Gospels' ( ~vctyr;}.,d:... ), i.e. evangelistic 
tracts to promote the Christian movement, to .commend 
Jesus as Christ, Lord, Savior, and Teacher to the 
Mediterranean world. u5 This view, also, must be 
recognized as embodying elements of truth. It must 
-------------------------
1. Scott, NCG, p. 161 . 
2. See J~licher, Die Gleichnisreden Jesu (1899, 
1910). -
3. Scott, NCG, p. 162 . 
4. Ibid., p. 162 . 
5. Votaw, GCB, p. 47f . 
1 
I 
be remembered, however, that it is possible to 
distinguish in general the degree to which this 
motive and method have influenced the separate evan-
gelists. The second and fourth gospels both have this 
purpose behind them, but no one can insist that the 
purpose has influenced both writers alike. It must 
also be remembered that the presence of this motive 
in Mark's gospel does not necessitate the conclusion 
that Mark has altered to just that degree the content 
of Peter's reminiscences. Peter hi.rriself interpreted 
his knowledge of Jesus in order that converts might 
be won. 
A final purpose said to have motivated Mark is 
offered by Drescher. Concerning the evangelist and 
his gospel Drescher writes: "Was er damit wollte, 
1st unschwer zu erkennen: Er wollte die Christen 
aufrichten und zum Ausharren ermuntern • • • • Schon 
in aeinem Erdenleben hat sich ja Jesus ala den Retter 
der Endzeit, als Messias erwiesen, und um jeden 
Zweifel daran zu zerstreuen und so die Christen in 
ihrem Glauben fest zu machen, hat Markus sein Evan-
gelium geschrieben. Er hat dabei also n1cht die 
Zwecke der Mission 1m Auge gehabt, wie J~licher und 
-=--==:::J:F--===--- -------'--- - - ----__ 
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andere wollen, sondern die Lage der Christen 1m 
he111gen Lande, deren Glaube bedroht war, und die 
in der Not der Zeit sehns~chtig nach Hilfe und 
Rettung ausschauten. 111 Rawlinson is in some accord 
with this view, for he suggests that Mark 's purpose 
was "partly" to provide a message for a Martyr-Church 
(under Nero) . 2 The author's use of so much material 
that does not contribute to this end clearly forbids 
any idea that the sole determining factor lies at 
this point . 
The very fact that all of these additional 
motives have variously been ascribed to Mark adds 
increased weight to the conclusion already reached, 
namely, that no one purpose so greatly dominated him 
that he must certainly have allowed that purpose to 
produce a biased and highly interpretative and hence 
non-Petrine record. Of the opposite poles of critical 
opinion the objectively-minded student must turn to 
that of which Mary Lyman is a representative: "So 
little has the author thrust himself into the picture 
that we look in vain for any word about his plan or 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Drescher, MSE, p. 230f. 
2. Rawlinson, SM, p. xviif. 
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purpose in writing or for any explicit interpretation 
of his own upon a word or work of Jesus."1 
The Influence of Paul.- "However extensive may be 
the Petrine sources in the Gospel," writes Easton, 
"the best adjective to describe the work as a whole 
is 1 Pauline 1 • " 2 This view is in general agreement 
with that of Loisy, who has said that John Mark 
"may have been the disciple; he is in any case a 
great admirer, or, better still, a great partisan 
of s. Paul. His Gospel may be described as a Pauline, 
and a deliberately Pauline, interpretation of the 
primitive tradition."3 Couchoud characterizes the 
gospel as a "midrash on certain verses of Isaiah and 
the Psalms and on Paul's theology."4 Bacon, partic-
ularly, has professed to discover that Mark's gospel 
has been "profoundly" affected by Pauline doctrinal 
tenets.5 Much of the material in the gospel, it is 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Lyman, CE , p. 74. 
2. Easton, CI G, p. 4. 
3. Lo1sy, Les Evang1les S~optiques (1907-8), 
vol. I, p. 116; see Raw inson, SM, p. xl1v. 
4. Couchoud, EJ, p. 54. Couchoud admits, how-
ever, that Peter may have held certain 
"Pauline" ideas himself (EJ, p. 45). 
5. Bacon, GOM, BGS, and MONT. 
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claimed, can be explained and understood only in the 
light of the teachings of Paul. 
The idea of Pauline influence in the 
gospel of Mark is not new. It· was brought 
into prominence around the middle of the 
nineteenth century by Baur and by other 
members of the T~bingen School . These men 
laid great emphasis upon the polemic and par-
tisan interests of the primitive Church, and 
attempted to explain and interpret the 
various early documents by regarding them 
as the product of this or that particular 
movement or tendency. Thus the gospel of 
Mark was supposed to have been composed. by 
a Paulinist in order to promulgate the 
Pauline gospel as over against the allegedly 
Petrine gospel of Matthew . The Pauline 
interests of the author were especially 
emphasized by Volkmar (1857), who charac-
terized Mark's writing as "an1 apology for the Apostle of the Gentiles." 
These ideas give rise to the sugg stion that 
Mark 's understanding of Peter's reminiscences has 
been strongly affected by Pauline influence, and thus 
bring into question from another approach the validity 
of the Petrine tradition. It is necessary, therefore, 
to examine the alleged evidences of Pauline thought 
in the second gospel in order to ascertain whether 
or not this influence is so great that the document 
may no longer be regarded as essentially Petrine in 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Rawlinson, SM, p. xliii. 
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character and content. 
In Mark 1:1 the "gospel" is described, not as 
"of the K ingdorn of God, 11 but rather as 11 of Jesus 
Christ, the Son of God . 11 While Mark varies some what 
in his use of the term "gospel", it must be granted 
that in general his conception at this point is not 
far removed from that of Paul . Wellhausen has 
announced: "Mit Paulus stimmt Markus ~berein."1 That 
this similarity of concept is due to direct dependence 
upon Paul, however, must be denied. It is unthinkable 
that the "good news" from the beginning did not 
revolve about the life and person of Jesus. The 
"Kingdom of God 11 undoubtedly was central in the 
thought and teachings of Jesus, and it occupied an 
important place in the minds of the disciples, but 
it was the · power and significance of Jesus himself 
that provided the dynamic which inaugurated a new 
faith and gave new impetus to his teachings. To 
claim that Paul was the first to proclaim a gospel 
"of Jesus Christ, the Son of God" is to leave un-
accounted for and unexplained the very existence, and 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. ~ ellhausen, Einle1tu£g, p . 99; see Werne r, 
EPTM, p. 102. 
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certainly the moving power, of the new faith prior 
to his time. It has been said, "Der volle Strom 
der neuen universalen Rel1g1onsbewegung flutete 
bere1ts, als Paulus in die Arbeit eintrat, auch er 
1st zun~chst von diesem Strom getragen. 111 While 
considerable truth may be ascribed to the statement 
of Bacon, that the gospel "aims to present the gospel 
about Jesus, and is relatively indifferent to the 
gospel of Jesus, 112 ·1t does not follow that the tend-
ency was not already present before the ideas of Paul 
became widely circulated. Such passages as Colossians 
1:13-19 indicate undeniably that Paul, in the develop-
ment of his Christological thinking, advanced steadily, 
but they do not prove that there was no Christology 
in the faith that first reached him. 
Furthermore, in spite of the fact that Mark 
and Paul both seem to reflect a common conception 
of the gospel as "of Jesus Christ, the Son of God, 11 
a comparison of the Christology , of Mark and of Paul 
indicates a number of contrasts. Agreement in 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Bousset, Kyrios Christoa, p. 93; see Werner, 
EPTM, p. 102f. 
2. Bacon, MONT, p. 162. 
II 
I 
" 
I' 
I 
274 
presenting a Jesus-centered gospel does not prove 
agreement in the concept of Jesus himself. In Mark 
~ 
the term XpL~Tos , without the definite article, 
appears only once (9 : 41): "For whosoever shall give 
you a cup of water to drink, because ye are Christ's, 
verily I say unto you, he shall in no wise lose his 
reward." Even in this passage the usage is not 
characteristically Pauline. "Christus ersche int 
bier mehr ale Eigenname denn ale Titel. Das zeigt, 
c' " ' dass wir es in der endung !?X..£. XPc.<r"T'o'll !..<t..I!. mit 
eingetragener Gemeindesprache zu tun haben. "1 Also, 
1 , " 1 64 whi e Paul has ~Y Xf~<r~~ not ss than 1 times, 
Mark has it not at all. In the gospel the mystical 
implications of Paul's expression are lacking. 
£ ~~s (with the article) occurs as a title 
five times in Mark (8:29; 12:35; 13:21; 14:61; 15:32). 
No particular significance is to be found here, 
however, since with neither Mark nor Paul is the 
usage peculiarly characteristic . Much the same is 
i tT ,... ~ true with regard to the combinat on .L7a-ovs XP'-cr"r'os . 
One must conclude with Werner, "dass Markus den 
- - - - - - - - -
1. erner, EPTM, p. 33. 
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1 'I " , Deppe namen 7<rovs x(ll.fTTOS 1:1 nicht erst bei Paulus, ( 
1 sondern in der Gemeindesprache geofunden hat." 
' 'I " 'r " , 
*l.fr'TOS?<rOVS , not .L7CTj)l/S ;rat.o-TOS , is more ex-
ClUSiVely Pauline, and this does not appear in the 
second gospel. 
In Mark Jesus is spoken of as "Son of David" 
(10:47,48) and as "Son of man" (2:10,28; 3:31,38; 
9:9,12,31; 10:33,45; 13:26; 14:21,41,61,62), but 
Paul omits these phrases entirely. 
Mark, like Paul, presents Jesus as Son of God, 
it is true (Mk. 1:11; 3:11; 5:7; 8:38; 9:7; 13:32; 
14:61; 15:39; compare Rm. 1:4; II Cor. 1:19; Gal. 
2:20; ~ph. 4:13). Mark, however, has nothing to say 
concerning Paul's idea of Jesus as "the firstborn 
of all creation," or as the one through whom 11 all 
things have been created" (Col. 1: l5f. ) • 2 "Be i 
Markus wird ein Mensch zum Messias. Bei Paulus der 
Messias (zeitweise) Mensch. Bei Markus wird die 
MessianitMt in das Bild einer menschlichen Existenz 
eingeze1chnet, be1 Paulus die Episode einer menschl1chen 
1. Ibid.; p. 34. 
2. Compare Boltzmann, Neutest . Theel., vol. II, 
p. 99, and J. leiss, Urchr., p. 368; see Werner, 
EPTM, p. 49. 
I 276 
I· 
'I 
l 
Existenz in die Geschichte eines himmlischen, 
messianischen tvesens •111 
Mark differs from Paul also in his representa-
tion of the death of Jesus. It is true that both 
emphasize the soteriological significance of this 
event. As J. Veiss has written, "In der Passions-
geschichte enth~lt sich der Grundgedanke des ganzen 
erkes: der e1gentl1che Zweck und Inhalt des Auf-
tretens Jesu 1st sein Tod fUr die Vielen •••• Hier 
zeigt sich der Evangelist ala ein Bekenner des 
2 paulinischen Evangeliums.u But although with Mark 
the activity of Jesus leads to this end when the 
complete span of Jesus' life is seen, the conception 
does not dominate the scene before the end is known. 
In the gospel of Mark the Messiah's death is not 
revealed as the goal towards which all previous 
events proceed as seems to be true in the case of 
Paul (see Rm. 8:32). The latter has remarkably little 
to say concerning the actual ministry of Jesus; for 
him it is the death and resurrection alone that possess 
1. Werner, EPTM, p. 49. 
2. J. Weiss, Urchr., p. 541; see Werner, EPTM, 
p. 61. 
277 
=-
primary redemptive significance. It is necessary 
to observe this difference "wonach Markus das ganze 
irdische Leben Jesu unter dem Gesichtepunkt des 
messianischen Wirkens wertet, w!lhrend Paulus nur dem 
Tod Heilswert zuschreibt. 111 
The resurrection of Jesus is also somewhat dif-
ferently conceived by Mark and by Paul. Although 
both depict the resurrection as the means whereby 
Jesus becomes the reigning Son of God, Mark gives 
no suggestion that the heavenly existence shall be 
characterized by such a transformed "spiritual body" 
as Paul describes (compare I Cor. 15 and II Cor. 5 
with Mk. 8:31; 9:2,31; 10:34; 16:5-6). Moreover , 
while Mark represents Jesus, by his resurrection, 
as becoming the reigning Son of God, Paul implies 
that the glorification of Christ is simply a return 
to a previously existent state of being. 
In view of these numerous contrasts the verdict 
of ~ ernle suggests the true situation: "Die Chris-
tologie des Markus widerspr1cht der des Paulus fast 
2 in jedem Punkte." Whatever agreements occur are not 
1. Werner, EPTM, p. 62. 
2. Quoted by Werner , EPTM , p. 79. 
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eo much due to the specific influence of Pauline 
thinking as to the common conceptions of the prim-
itive Christian community. 
Werner, who has prepared a most thorough-going 
study of alleged evidences for Pauline influence 
in Mark' e gospel, proceeds to show, as w1 th regard 
to the matter of Christology, that in numerous other 
conceptions Mark and Paul differ from one another in 
no small degree. Faith in God is differently under-
stood. "Der Gottesglaube des Markus zeigt praktisch-
religiBse Art: er ist die ungeteilte Zuversicht, dass 
Gott Bitten, wie sie des Lebens Notdurft Tag fUr Tag 
dem Menschen auf die Lippen zwingt, erhBren wird 
(Mk. 11:24). Der Gottesglaube dee Paulus ist mehr 
theologisch-theoretisch: er ist die Zuversicht, dass 
Gott in ErfUllung gehen l~sst, was er 1m heiligen 
Buch vor Zeiten dem auserwMhlten Volk .versprochen 
hat. "1 
The Mark an idea of Sin, as over against the 
and meaning . , Pauline, is seen in the usage of ~~~p-rt.< • 
7 7 
By this word Mark seems regularly to mean specific, 
- - - - - - - - -
- - - - - - - - - - -
- - - - -
1. erner, EPTM, p. 113. 
- - - -
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individual sins ( 11 TatsUnden 11 ), and thus he uses the 
term always in the plural. Paul, on the other hand, 
. " uses ~~~PT'~ at least 52 times in the singular, and 7 r . 
with the article. "Die S~nde ist fUr Paulus e ine 
vom menschlichen Ich durchaus zu unterschiedende, 
selbstMndige, wesenhafte Macht , eine jener M~chte 
" dieses Aons, ~ber die der Christus im Kreuzestod 
einen Sieg davongetragen hat."1 
Mark's thought of 11 flesh" is in the natural 
sense commonly employed in the Old Testament (Mk. 
10:8; 13:20; 14:38). For Paul, however, the "flesh" 
is the seat of the personified Sin; it becomes the 
symbo 1 of that which is evil just as the "mind 11 
becomes the symbol of that which is spiritual (Rm. 7). 
Paul's emphasis upon the "Spirit" is not re-
produced by Mark . For Paul the "Spirit" is the 
divine manifestation working inwardly and mystically 
and bringing men who are under its influence into 
right relationship to God (see Rm . 8:26ff.; Gal. 
4:6f.; etc.). For Paul, also, the "Spirit" is a 
Jesus-Spirit (compare II Cor. 3:17 and Gal. 4:6), 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Ibid., p. 120. 
-- - --------'-~-----'--
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although the term is applied both to the Son and to 
the Father, depending upon Paul's wish to represent 
the one or the other as operative in the spiritual 
1 domain. hether or not Mark's thinking must have 
included similar considerations, the fact remains 
that the gospel fails to stress them. 
Differences may be distinguished in references 
to the rites of the early Church. Neither in the 
account of John's baptism (Mk. 1:4,8), nor in the 
report of the baptism of Jesus (Mk. 1:10-11), nor 
yet in any other passage (see Mk. 10:38-39) does the 
evangelist suggest those interpretations of the 
11 sacrament" 2 which Paul describes (see especially 
Rm. 6:4). A comparison of the Markan and Pauline 
reports of the Last Supper reveals no outstanding 
contrasts, it is true; yet a study of the language 
employed indicates that the gospel seems to represent 
the more primitive account. 
Werner emphasizes the differences between Mark 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Sheldon, NTT, p. 226f. 
2. Not even Paul regards baptism as a sacrament 
in the strict sense of the term. For him the 
rite is symbolical and helpful, but it is not 
an end in itself. 
-------'-'::..:..t 
and Paul in their references to 11 disciples" and 
11 apostles." Whereas the evangelist describes the 
first followers of Jesus as/#~6?T~~ , Paul fails to 
I ; \ 
employ the term at all. Moreover, Paul uses d:...7roa-"roAot. , 
not simply to include the Twelve as does Mark, but 
to include others as well (compare Gal. 1:19; II Cor. 
11:13; Rm. 16:7; see also marginal readings for II Cor. 
8:23 and Phil. 2:25). 
In such a manner as this Werner also indicates 
certain contrasts between the Markan and the Pauline 
conceptions of the Law, the Parousia, the Resurrection, 
the Judgment, the Kingdom of the Messiah, "the Jews," 
and the "heathen. 111 
This consideration of general ideas and teachings 
tends to disprove the claim of direct Pauline in-
fluence in the second gospel. There are a few specific 
passages in Mark, however, which are sometimes cited 
as evidences of the author's dependence upon Paul. 
Particularly prominent in this connection is Mark 
4:11-12: 11 Unto you is given the mystery of the king-
dom of God: but unto them that are without, all things 
1. erner, EPTM, pp. 15lff. 
282 
----- ---~+ ----~-~::::======-============-= 283 - -- --- -- - - --- - -
I 
I 
. , 
I 
are done in parables: that seeing they may see, and 
not perceive; and hearing they may hear, and not 
understand; lest haply they should turn again, and 
it should be forgiven them." These words, it must 
be admitted, are strikingly similar to Romans 11:8: 
"God gave them a spirit of stupor, eyes that they 
should not see, and ears that they should not hear, 
unto this very day 11 (compare also I Cor. 2:7; Eph. 
3:3-5; Rm. 16:25f.; 9:18). hile it is true that 
ark is here concerned particularly with the under-
standing of the parables and not with Paul's more 
general idea of the Hiding of the Mystery, yet, as 
Moffatt states, "it is not easy to deny that these 
words, in their present form, bear the impress of the 
Pauline theory of Israel's rejection. 111 This does 
not mean, however, that Peter himself could not have 
held a similar idea. In his work among the Gentiles, 
particularly at Rome, this conception could hardly 
·have been entirely unknown to him • 
Bacon regards it as "practically certain that 
the Markan form of the apocalypse has been affected 
------
1. Moffatt, ILNT, p. 236. 
1 by the Pauline." This conclusion he bases upon three 
considerations: (1) In the usual apocalyptic writing 
the object is to encourage and to kindle eschatological 
enthusiasm. Mark (especially 13:2lf.), however, like 
Paul (compare II These. 2:9-12), seeks to repress 
it. (2) Mark agrees with Paul in personifying or 
personalizing the agency of profanation. (3) The 
odd feature of the Shortening of the Days (Mk. 13:20) 
is suggestive of Paul's "restraining" idea (II These. 
2:6). Bacon himself admits, however, that certain 
traces of some of these ideas "appear in later Jewish I. 
I 
2 
and Christian apocalypse, 11 hence it is far from 
1
1 
conclusive to assert that they must be attributed to 
Paul alone. The view that such conceptions were more 
or less common in the early Church (and therefore are 
not _peculiarly Pauline) is strengthened by the sug-
gestion that Paul himself was somewhat influenced in 
his eschatological thinking by material which had 
come to him. 3 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Bacon, GOM, p. 129. 
2. Ibid., p. 131. 
3. Streeter believes it to be possible that Paul 
may have been influenced by an apocalyptic fly-
leaf such as that which is often said to lie 
behind the Little Apocalypse of Mark (FG, p. 493). 
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The references in the gospel to defilement 
(7:15f.; compare Rm. 14:14f.), to causes of stumbling 
( 9: 42ff. ; compare Rm. 14: 1-15) , 1 to the "beloved son" 
in the parable of the Husbandmen (12:1-12; compare 
Gal. 4:4), 2 to "ransom" (10:45; compare Rm. 3:24),3 
to 11 Abba, Father" (14:36; compare Rm. 8:15 and Gal. 
4:6) ,4 and to the inclusive character of the new 
faith (11:17; 13:10; 14:9) all may more properly be 
regarded as primitive Christian than as specifically 
Pauline.5 The same may be said concerning the gospel's 
emphasis upon the Passion.6 There is justification, 
writes Hopwood, "on the grounds of empirical prob-
ability, in accounting for the Marean emphasis on 
the Cross less by the retrospective influence of Paul 
upon the original data of the gospel tradition, and 
more by the liklihood that Mark preserves important 
elements which Paul also received from the same 
source, namely, the impressions and experiences of 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See Bacon, GOM, p. 144f. 
2. Ibid., p. 149. 
3. See Wade, N~H, P• 177f. 
4. Ibid., p. 177f. 
5. See Moffatt, ILNT, P• 236. 
6. Bacon (BGS, p. xxviif.) and Streeter (in Sanday, 
SSP, p. 218) cite this as evidence for Pauline 
influence. 
l 
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1 those who saw and heard." The length of the Passion 
account and the presence of greater detail in it have 
already been at least partly explained as due to the 
author's ability, on the basis of earlier Jerusalem 
residence, to comprehend and reproduce vividly the 
information that came to him. 
A final feature of Mark's gospel supposedly 
indicative of Pauline influence is the use of allegedly 
Pauline words. Hawkins lists 22 such words which ap-
pear in Mark, and Harnack lists 20. Werner, however, 
shows that at least eight of these cannot be regarded 
as common only to Mark and to Paul, for they also 
occur elsewhere in the New Testament. He presents 
evidence, furthermore, to indicate that others are 
relatively insignificant. Suggesting the absence of 
Pauline influence is the fact that 47 of Paul's most 
characteristic words (some of them found in Paul more 
than 100 times) occur in Mark rarely, if at all. Of 
these 47 words Mark uses none more than six times, 
while )0 of them are wholly absent from the gospel. 2 
In the light of all the evidence that is 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Hopwood, REPC, p. 12f. 
2. Werner, EPTM, p. 207f. 
I 
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forthcoming, the claim of important Pauline influence 
is not borne out by the facts . Instead, such in-
fluence "seems noticeably lacking . 111 Only the words 
concerning the Mystery of the Kingdom (Mk . 4: 11- 12) 
appear to reflect possible direct dependence . For 
the most part, many of the ideas suggested in the 
gospel fail to include the characteristic elements 
of Pauline interpretation . This is all the more 
significant in view of Mark's associations with Paul . 
Had the author not attempted to remain true to his 
chief authority (Peter) it is difficult to explain 
this lack of such interpretation . Where similarities 
occur it is most reasonable to suppose, with Monte-
fiore and others, that Christian thought "had made 
advances among Hellenistic Christians independently 
2 
of or concurrently with Paul." Peter himself must 
have shared in these advances . If Mark's gospel 
reflects "Paulinism" in any degree, it is, as Rawlinson 
states , 11 a ' Paulinism' such as s . Peter also would have 
endorsed . u3 
1 . Lake, INT, p . 18 . See also Ropes, SG, p. 110 . 
2 . Montefiore, SG, vol. I, p . xlvi . 
3 . Rawlinson, SM, p . xliv . 
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"If we consider the prominent part borne 
by St. Paul as the chief preacher of Chris-
tianity in countries Hellenic by race or by 
adoption; if we remember further that his 
writings were probably the first which clothed 
the truths of the Gospel and the aspirations 
of the Church in the language of Greece; we 
shall hardly hesitate to allow that he had 
a great influence in moulding this language 
for Christian purposes, and that those who 
afterwards trod in his footsteps could hardly 
depart much from the idiom thus moulded. • • • 
It is begging the whole question to assume 
that St. Peter derived nothing from the in-
fluence of the Apostle of the Gentiles. The 
one was essentially a character to impress, 
the other to be impressed. His superior in 
intellectual culture, in breadth of sympathy, 
and in knowledge of men, his equal in love 
and zeal for Christ, St. Paul must have made 
his influence-felt on the frank and enthusi-
astic temperament of the elder Apostle."l 
This statement supports the previous contention 
that Peter himself may be regarded as responsible 
for whatever Pauline t ndencies the gospel of 
Mark might seem to reflect. 
Altogether there is but very little in the gospel 
which the author could not have derived from Peter 
in the manner which the Petrine tradition specifies. 
- - - - - - - -
1. Lightfoot, DAA, p. 114f. 
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CHAPTER IX: FORMGESCHICHTE 
Bearing Upon the Problem.- The branch of New Testa-
ment research known as Formgeschichte has brought 
forward certain principles which are closely related 
to the previous discussions concerning sources and 
interpretation. In its attempt to reach back into 
the period of oral tradition preceding 'the composi-
tion of the synoptic gospels, and in its professed 
discovery that certain "forms" developed in this 
sary outcome of the more justifiable tenets of the 
formgeschichtliche school. 
f] 
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A second result of this comparatively recent 
study is the proposal, made by several of its 
adherents, that in the development of these "forms" 
the creative activity of the early Christian com-
munity has played an important role. As the material 
came to Mark, therefore, it did not represent the 
unadulterated report of historical tradition, but 
rather the body of highly interpretative tradition, 
in large measure non-historical, which the early 
Church found useful and necessary and which it had 
therefore created to serve its own ends. Hence it 
is also a part of the present undertaking to ascer-
tain the validity of this claim and to see in how 
great a degree this also is a reliable and necessary 
outcome of the movement's more acceptable conclusions. 
In order to consider intelligibly these aspects 
of Formgeschichte a general survey of the movement 
is obviously essential. The various theories which 
have been enunciated must be reviewed. The method 
which is employed must be examined and evaluated. 
The conclusions which have been reached must be 
tested in the light of the various approaches to the 
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study of the synoptic gospels. 
The History of Formgeschichte.- Formgeschichte has 
been called "the child of disappointment." 1 The 
documentary hypotheses concerning the synoptic gospels 
established the literary relationship between these 
documents and indicated the priority of Mark. There 
yet remained, however, the question as to the origin 
of Mark. Not content to rely upon the Petrine tradi-
tion, certain scholars, as has already been observed, 
proposed theories of an Ur-Marcus, only to find that 
they were generally to be rejected. Similarly, the 
idea of a lost Hebrew original, although yet supported 
in some circles, failed to meet with general approval. 
Faced by these "disappointments," still other critics 
turned to this newer method of investigation. 
Although the · formgeschichtliche method is 
comparatively recent as applied to the study of the 
New Testament, it is not without its antecedents. 2 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Taylor, G, p. 16. 
2. "The theory, in its essential features," writes 
Scott, 11 is ae old as Sohleiermacher, and is 
based on the undoubted fact that the connectives 
and transitions in our gospels are in almost 
every case obviously artificial" (NCG, p. 156). 
,, 
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The way was paved for it by the work of earlier 
scholars. Wrede's theory of the Messiasgeheimnis 
rested upon ideas similar to those from which Form-
geschichte has proceeded. Yrede noted the fragmentary 
character of Mark's narrative and concluded that 
the various stories, which must have circulated at 
first as separate units , contained no references to 
the messiahship of Jesus. It was Mark who combined 
them in such a way as to give a messianic interpre-
tation. The advocates of the formgeechichtlicbe 
method have taken as their point of departure these 
same two considerations: Mark's gospel discloses a 
combination of isolated fragments on the one hand, 
and the presence of community interpretation on the 
other. 
The matter of interpretation, of course, 
was discussed in the preceding chapter. 
Primary consideration there, however, was 
devoted to a study of the interpretation due 
to the influence of the Markan aim and of 
Paul. Since Formgeschichte involves an entirely 
different approach to the problem and the 
employment of a new method, further discussion 
regarding interpretation in the gospel is 
clearly necessary here. 
~ ellhausen agreed with Wrede that at first the 
tradition consisted of small isolated elements. 
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Although he gave Mark credit for including material 
which is more or less historical, nevertheless he 
traced to the Christian community many features in 
the tradition. The oral tradition, he held, was 
constantly growing, and more new sayings of Jesus 
were constantly appearing. The so-called Lord's 
Prayer, for example, is a community prayer; the 
Sermon on the Mount is community legislation. 
Behind the formgeschichtliche method lies also 
the important work done by Gunkel in his study of 
the Old Testament. Gunkel was much concerned with 
the life-situation (Sitz 1m Leben) out of which 
various accounts arose. It was his opinion that 
these accounts could be correctly interpreted only 
when this Sitz 1m Leben was known and understood. 
'since this is also one of the underlying _aesumptions 
of the new movement, Koehler has referred to Form-
geschichte, not unjustly, as the child of Gunkel's 
1 
spirit. 
Others, likewise, have attempted to reach back 
~ehind the written gospels and to interpret them in 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Koehler, FPNT, p. 7. 
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the light of their findings. Schweitzer has emphasized 
the influence of first century apocalypticism. 
Streeter , more recently, has sought to get back to 
the historical situation in the early Church by 
assigning various elements in the gospels to their 
respective localities, - Q to Antioch, Mark to Rome, 
L to Caesarea, M to Jerusalem. (It must be recog-
nized, however, that Streeter's references to 
historical situations involve locality only, while 
Formgeschichte involves deeper elements in the 
situation.) 
Thus Formgeschichte represents the climax of 
several converging tendencies, and constitutes an 
effort to meet the need, felt in other circles as 
well, to delve into that period of early Christian 
life when the gospels had not yet been written and 
when the underlying tradition was still in its form-
ative stages. 
Formgeechichte proper, as a distinctive study 
and method of approach to the problems of the New 
Testament, emerged upon the horizon of Biblical 
criticism with the appearance of Dibelius' Die Form-
geschichte des Evangeliums, in 1919. It is the 
294 
conviction of Dibelius (and of other adherents to 
the movement) that the gospel material is to be 
understood in the light of what may be disclosed by 
literary phenomena. In its attempts to propagate 
the new faith, to clarify the content of its message, 
and to defend itself from hostile forces, the early 
Christian community gradually developed a body of 
oral tradition with which it could cope with these 
problems. The fragmentary character of Mark's gospel 
indicates that this tradition was comprised chiefly 
of separate and isolated elements which gradually 
assumed definite forms. "The effectiveness of the 
message," writes Dibelius, "depends upon the forms 
in which it is presented. 111 These different forms 
Dibelius traces to specific types of people who were 
confronted with specific duties and problems, -
preachers, narrators, missionaries, and teachers. 
Most important of all were the preachers: "die Mission 
bot den Anlass, die Predigt das Mittel zur Verbreitung 
dessen, was die SchUler Jesu als Erinnerung be-
wahrten."2 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Dibelius, FANT, p. 15. 
2. Dibelius, FE, p. 6. 
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I' Thus two considerations are of vital importance: 
(1) Motiv, - the motive which gave rise to this or 
that story or saying, and (2) Gesetz, - the law 
according to which the forms of such stories and 
sayings develop. Motiv and Gesetz are closely re-
lated, for in the formulation of each element in the 
tradition "the practical need • • • acts in conjunc-
tion with the circumstances of its origin and determines 
1 its form." Hence, the method employed by Dibelius 
involves, first of all, the classification of the 
various forms in order to determine the respective 
origins or situations out of which these forms emerged. 
A recognition of origins and underlying situations 
will provide, in turn, the key to an understanding 
of the contents embodied in the forms. 
Of the various forms which he distinguishes 
Dibelius names first the Paradigma, a short story 
which quickly reaches its climax in a concise and 
pointed saying of Jesus. The Paradigmen were used 
in sermons as illustrations. Fifteen are cited, 
but since eight of these are regarded as "Mischformen" 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Dibelius, FANT, p. 15. 
-----------
or as "Paradigmen minder reinen Typs" only seven 
remain as true examples: 11 die Heilung des Gel!ihmten 11 
( Mk. 2: lff.) , "die Fastenfrage" (Mk. 2: 18ff.) , "das 
II 
Ahrenraufen" ( Mk. 2: 23ff.), ''die He ilung der 
gellihmten Hand" (Mk. 3:lff.), "die Verwandten Jesu" 
(Mk. 3:20f. and 3:3lff.), "die Segnung der Kinder" 
(Mk. 10:13ff.), and "der Zinsgroschen" (Mk. 12:13ff.). 
:&~or a second form Dibelius uses the term Nove.lle. 
The Novellen ("tales," "stories,") are longer than 
the Paradigmen and inc~ude greater detail. The 
interest centers in the narrative itself rather 
than in a concluding saying. The Novellen were 
used by story-tellers, and in some cases were prob-
ably made to serve as models for Christian exorcists 
and healers. Of these eight are mentioned: "der 
See sturm" (Mk. 4: 35-41), 11 der Dfunonische und die 
Schweine" (Mk. 5: 1-20), "die Tochter des Jairus und 
die Blutflflssige" (Mk. 5: 21-43), 11 die Speisung der 
Fl'lnftausend" (Mk. 6:35-44), 11 das Seewandeln" (Mk. 
6:45-52), "der Taubstumme" (Mk. 7:32-37), "der 
Blinde von Bethsaida" (Mk. 8: 22-26), and "der 
epileptische Knabe" (Mk. 9: 14-29). The third form 
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Dibelius designates as Parlinese ("persuasion," 
"exhortation"), and refers to sayings of Jesus 
which were meant to serve a parenetic or hortatory 
purpose. Dibelius is of the opinion that Mark knew 
more of these sayings than he has recorded, but he 
omitted them because he had another interest. The 
fourth form is called the Myth. By this term is 
meant that type of narrative which explains a rite 
or describes an event involving supernatural features, 
such as the Baptism, the Transfiguration, and the 
Resurrection. 
In the same year that the work of Dibelius first 
appeared Schmidt published his book, Der Rahmen der 
Geschichte Jesu. It was Schmidt's object to dis-
tinguish between tradition and redaction. Whereas 
Dibelius deals especially with what Cadbury calls 
the "nuclear matter"1 of each section of the gospel 
material, Schmidt deals with the .. connective tissue." 
He urges that almost all of the connective descrip-
tions of place and time which appear in Mark's 
gospel are due to redaction. ith the possible 
1. Cadbury, BJG, p. 83. 
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exception of the Passion account he regards Mark's 
outline as purely artificial. Behind the gospel 
lie only a number of fragments. Present knowledge 
as to the actual course of Jesus' life is therefore 
restricted to what little can be perceived in these 
individual and independent scenes. Schmidt's con-
tribution to Formgeschichte consists chiefly in his 
insistence that such fragments constitute the back-
ground for Mark's gospel. 
Two years later (in 1921) Bultmann made public 
his book, Die Geschichte der synoptischen Tradition. 
Like Dibelius he attempts to trace the development 
of oral tradition and forms during the period before 
written gospels appeared. He does this with a 
thoroughness unequalled by any other member of the 
formgeschichtlich~ school. Bultmann has advanced 
far beyond his predecessors, however, in his theory 
of origins. He is radical and skeptical to the 
extreme, and, as Taylor has observed, 11 it is not 
strange that he has been looked upon as Strauss 
Redidi vus. ,,l For Bul tmann the gospel narratives are 
-------
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Taylor, FGT, p. 14. 
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chiefly legends and the ideal creations of the early 
Christian community. The sayings of Jesus, similarly, 
are due to the creative activity of the primitive 
Church; they have been placed in the mouth o_f Jesus 
for practical religious purposes. 
Bultmann's primary interest is the recovery of 
the Sitz 1m Leben (situation in life) which the 
various forms reflect. "We must reyognize," he says, 
"that a literary work or a fragment of tradition is 
a primary source for the historical situation out of 
which it arose, and is only a secondary source for 
the historical detatls concerning which it gives 
information. "1 Since it is the historical situation 
that can most reliably be recovered, Bultmann is 
much concerned with the reconstruction of that situa-
tion. The historical details, in turn, must be 
interpreted, as to content, on the basis of the effect 
which this better-known situation would have upon 
them. "only after we have obtained such a historical 
picture of the community are we in a position to 
attempt to reconstruct the picture of Jesus and of 
- - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Bultmann, NASP, p. 341. 
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1 his preaching. 11 As a matter of fact, however, after 
Bultmann has attributed nearly all of the forms to 
the influence of the situation, he leaves practically 
no features in this "picture of Jesus" which he regards 
as historical and authentic. 
Among the forms which he distinguishes Bultmann 
names first of all the Apophthegmata. Stories of 
this type (corresponding to the Paradigmen of 
Dibelius) always show Jesus as being questioned and 
never include names of places. The Logien, consti-
tuting a second form, resemble the Wisdom sayings 
of the Old Testament, and include nothing that is 
characteristic of Jesus. The prophetische und 
apokalyptische Worte include sayings of Jesus such 
as the expression itself clearly suggests; these have 
suffered serious contamination from current literature 
and from Christian experience. The Gesetzesworte 
und Gemeinderegeln include legalistic sayings and 
rules of which none may be traced to Jesus with any 
degree of certainty. The Ich-Worte may possibly 
include a few authentic sayings. The Gleichnisse und 
1. Ibid., p. 341. 
I 
I II 
l1 
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Verwandtes are the parables; here one parable has 
often led to the creation of another (the parable 
of the mustard seed has created that of the leaven). 
The narratives in the gospels are designated as 
Wundergeschichten ("miracle stories 11 ) 1 a~d Geschichts-
erzHhlung und Legende2 (such as the activity of John 
the Baptist, the Baptism of Jesus, the Temptation, 
the Transfiguration, the Passion stories, the Resur-
rection accounts, and the Birth Stories). The more 
systematic c1assification which Bultmann gives may 
be seen in the following outline: 
II I. Die Uberlieferung der Worte Jesu 
A. Apophthegmata 
1. Streitgespr~che und Schulgespr~che 
2. Biographische Apophthegmata 
B. Herrenworte 
1. Log1en 1m engeren · sinn, Weisheits-
spr~che 
2. Prophetische und apokalyptische orte 
a. He ilspredigt 
b. Drohworte 
c. Mahnrede 
·d. Apokalypt1sche Weissagung 
3. Gesetzesworte und Gemeinderegeln 
4. Ich-Worte 
5. Gleichnisse und Verwandtes 
II. Die tlberlieferung des Erg~nzungsstoffes 
A. Wundergesch1chten 
1. He11ungswunder 
2. Naturwunder 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Compare the Novel1en of D1belius. 
2. Compare the Mythen of Dibe1ius. 
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B. GeschichtserzHhlung und Legende 
1. Taufe bis Einzug in Jerusalem (certain 
passages) 
2. Die Passionsgeschichte 
3. Die Ostergeschichten 
4. Die Vorgeschichten 
Also in 1921 there appeared Die synoptischen 
Streitgespr~che by Albertz. While this work deals 
particularly with the so-called conflict-stories 
of Mark 2:1 - 3:6 and Mark 11:15 - 12:40, neverthe-
less it serves to illustrate the author's point of 
view. Albertz condemns the extreme skepticism of 
Bultmann and assumes an attitude that is more con-
servative. Although recognizing the part which the 
early community had in the development of the Chris-
tian tradition, he traces the origin of most of the 
narratives to historical situatio~s in the life of 
Jesus. 
The StreitgesprHche Albertz divides into two 
groups, the "versucherische 11 (there are 13 of this 
type) and the 11nichtversucherische 11 (with four). He 
also contends that these had already been gathered 
together in collections when they reached Mark. One 
of these collections , found in Mark 2:1 - 3:6, 
originated 1n Galilee; the other, found somewhat less 
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intact in Mark 11:15- 12:40, originated in the 
vicinity of Jerusalem. 
Bertram, another of the more skeptical exponents 
of Formgeschichte, published Die Leidensgeschichte 
Jesu ~nd der Christuskult in 1922. He deviates 
from the others who have already been mentioned in 
that he traces the origin of the Passion narratives 
to the Christian Kult. He writes: "Vom Kult der 
Urgemeinde her haben wir die Passionsberichte unserer 
Evangelien zu verstehen. ul By Kult Bertram means, 
not community worship nor religious practices, but 
rather something more nearly akin to religious 
experience. He reduces to a minimum the influence 
of current theological thinking and speculation: 
"Eine Religion entsteht nicht als Dogma und Sitten-
lehre, mit Angriffs- und Verteidigungstendenz nach 
aussen, sondern ale Kultus, d.h. als inneres Verh~ltnis 
der GlMubigen zu ihrem Kultheros, das in ihrem Glauben 
und Leben - nicht etwa nur 1m Gottesdienst - zum 
spontanen Ausdruck kommt."2 The early believers 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Bertram, LJC, p. 2. 
2 • Ib 1d • , p. 5 • 
I 
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created for themselves a glorified picture of Jesus, 
and from this picture they constructed their own 
account of his earthly life: "Mit den Augen des 
Kultteilnehmers haben sie zu ihrem Kultheros empor-
geblickt und dieses Bild des Glaubens haben sie 
zuriJckgeschaut in die Geschichte. 111 Thus practically 
nothing can be known concerning the actual life of 
Christianity's founder. 
Following the work of Bertram there have ap-
peared a number of books and articles dealing with 
the formgeschichtliche method. One of the most 
significant is Fascher's Die formgeschichtliche 
Methode {1924). Since Fascher's study, however, 
constitutes an examination and evaluation of the 
movement rather than an effort to present a systematic 
theory, his work will be considered in the following 
section. Brun, in Die Auferstehung Christi (1925), 
deals especially with the Resurrection narratives, 
as the subject of his . book suggests. Fiebig, in 
Der Erz~hlungestil der Evangelien {1925), compares 
the style of the gospels with that which is to be 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Ibid., p. 5. 
I 
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found in Rabbinical tradition. Easton's views, 
presented in his book The Gospel before the Gospels 
(1928), are largely concerned with the matter of 
evaluation, and hence, like those of Fascher, will 
receive treatment in the following section. Dibelius 
and Bultmann have both written articles which were 
taken into consideration in the previous discussion 
of their respective theories. Additional essays 
and articles have come from Gogue1, Cadbury, 1 K8hler, 2 
Cado~x,3 and others. 
More recent than most of these is the treatment 
offered by Taylor in The Formation of the Gospel 
Tradition (1933). Taylor examines the relative 
merits of the various theories which are based upon 
the formgeschichtliche method of approach, and then 
advances to a statement of his own contributions. 
The Passion Story he considers as a separate unity, 
for he believes, with Dibelius, Schmidt, and others, 
that such an account would be the first to be required 
by the early Church. 4 Among the forms according to 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Cadbury, BJG, pp. 81 - 92. 
2. KBhler, MPF, pp. 603 - 615. 
3. Cadoux, SSG, pp. 15ff. 
4. See pages 105f. for discussion of this point. 
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which other parts of the gospel record are to be 
classified he lists, first of all, the Pronouncement-
Stories, then Sayings .and Parables, then Miracle-
Stories, and finally Stories about Je~. In this 
way he seeks to simplify some of the previous clas-
sifications. In presenting his views Taylor recog-
nizes the limitations of Formgeschichte and freely 
criticizes those who have become radical to the point 
of skepticism. 
Evaluation.- No Evaluation of the formgeschichtliche 
method and of the conclusions to which it has led 
can fail to take into consideration the important 
work of Fascher which has already been mentioned, 
Die formgeschichtliche Methode. A large part of 
the book is devoted to a review of Dibelius, Bult-
mann, Albertz, and Bertram. The final chapter 
constitutes a searching analysis of Formgeschichte 
as a method, and includes three sub-titles: (1) Die 
Terminologie, (2) Stil und Form, and (3) Form und 
Geschichte. 
In his criticism of terminology Fascher objects 
=-==~~==~======~=-==-~~========================~-~-- -
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to some of the words that are employed to designate 
the various forms. The Paradigma of Dibelius, for 
example, in reality does not indicate a form but 
rather a function, for the term means "model" or 
"illustration. "1 Similarly, Novelle and Myth are 
terms which are too general to characterize definite 
forms. The same may be said of Bultmann's Legende. 
All of them involve preconceived ideas of historical 
value ( 11 historisches Werturteil"), and hence are 
likely to induce scholars to advance beyond the 
limitations of the formgeschichtliche method and 
to impose unjustifiable value-judgments upon the 
contents of the forms. Fascher prefers to use such 
expressions as Streitgespr~che, SprUche, and 
Wundergeschichten. "Die StreitgesprHche zeigen 
uns Jesus als den Rabbi, die SprUche als den Lehrer, 
die Wundergeschichten als den Thaumaturgen." 2 
In his consideration of stil End !£!! Fascher 
utters a note of warning against the attempt to 
distinguish gospel material and to define its original 
1. Fascher, FM, p. 19lff. 
2. Ibid., p. 201. 
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purpose entirely on the basis of style alone. As 
a ·matter of fact, as Bultmann has admitted, certain 
stylistic characteristics pervade all of the 
synoptists' narratives. "Liegt der Stil 1m Stoff 
und in der Form begrfindet, so lHsst er ke1ne 
bestimmten Vermutungen Uber die Art der Verwendung 
zu."1 
Fascher is especially concerned with the 
relationship between form and historicity. He 
agrees to use the phrase Sitz 1m Leben (as that 
which it is the aim of Formgeschichte to recover) 
only when it refers to the historical situation 
which the contents of the forms reflect, not when 
it is made to refer only to community situations 
which may have created the forms. "Wenn wir • • • 
durch hellenistische und rabbinische Parallelen die 
Ausdrucksformen 1m NT beleuchten," he says, "so 
wUrden wir von jenen Analogieformen auch nur wieder 
sagen k8nnen, dass sie da sind, nicht wie s1e 
geworden sind. • • • Die Tatsache, dass sie ihren 
Ursprung nicht einem Schriftsteller, sondern dem 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Ibid., p. 211. 
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Leben selbst verdanken, besteht also, und insoweit 
1 hat das Schlagwort vom 'Sitz 1m Leben' sein Recht." 
J Fascher thus insists that Forme;eschichte alone 
cannot, with justification, lead to any other con-
elusion than that which the gospel material itself 
suggests, namely, that the true Sitz 1m Leben is 
2 11 1m Leben Jesu eelbst zu suchen. 11 Any contrary 
opinion is the result of failure to recognize the 
limitations of the method. "Die Form allein llisst 
keine historischen Werturteile zu."3 
By no means does Fascher disregard the value 
of the Formgeschichte movement. His great contribu-
tion lies in his repeated insistence that its 
limitations be recognized. When these are understood 
and observed, then Formgeschichte becomes another of 
the very important methods that may be employed in 
the search for truth. "Der Historiker wird die Form-
geschichte ale ein neues, feineres Instrument in die 
Hand nehmen, um in seinem Urteil ein StUck welter-
zukommen, aber sie ble1bt eein Instrument, e1nes unter 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Ibid., p. 213. 
2. Ibid., p. 223. 
3 • Ibid • , p. 22 3 • 
I 
I 
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In view of the numerous opinions that have thus 
been presented, and in view of such evaluations as 
that offered by Fascher, what attitude must finally 
be taken? In how far are the conclusions of Form-
geschichte in accord with all that is otherwise known 
concerning gospel origins? Which of the opinions 
may be regarded as bearing the stamp of validity? 
It may be said, first of all, that the emphasis 
upon the social and religious circumstances through 
which the Christian tradition passed before it 
received literary form is both timely and welcome. 
As Dodd has written, "the new criticism ••• sets 
before us the rich and many-sided experience of a 
community, living the Christian life, practising 
the Christian cults, thinking out the implications 
of its faith, and commending it to the outside 
world. u2 A knowledge of these features in early 
Christianity is highly desirable. It is important 
to note, however, that Peter himself was a part of 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Ibid., p. 228. 
2. Dodd, PTCG, P• 247. 
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this Christianity. That which Formgeschichte 
discloses regarding the pre-literary period is not 
something far removed from and entirely distinct 
from the Petrine thought and activity. It is false 
to say that the situations revealed by the forms 
are situations which Peter himself could not have 
revealed. As one who lived until within a very few 
years of Mark's writing, that apostle must clearly 
have related his preaching to the problems and 
questions which arose all during the pre-literary 
age, else he could never have attained the prominent 
position accorded him. The fact that gospel forms 
reflect community situations is precisely what might 
be expected in the event that Mark derived his 
knowledge of these forms from Peter's preaching. 
The emphasis which Formgeschichte places upon 
the fragmentary character of Mark's gospel is also 
not unwelcome. As a matter of fact, this emphasis 
lends support to that aspect of the Petrine tradi-
tion which criticizes the "order" of the gospel. 
When 1 t is claimed, by some, that the general ·outline 
of Jesus' ministry is therefore entirely artificial, 
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the evidence is less convincing. In an earlier 
discussion1 it was indicated that Mark's general 
outline is logical and reasonable. However, the 
view that Mark's "order" in this sense is purely 
artificial does not constitute one of the more 
fundamental tenets of Formgeschichte. Forms may 
have existed as isolated fragments, as the members 
of the school contend, and yet Mark's knowledge of 
Peter's reminiscences may well have enabled him to 
combine these fragments in a reasonably accurate 
manner. The 11 connective tissue," as Schmidt argues, 
may be largely literary, it is true, but this does 
not affect seriously the essential content of the 
connected elements. And the fact remains that the 
very presence of "connective tissue" suggests the 
fragmentary nature of the gospel; this, in turn, 
supports Papias' criticism of "order. 11 
Nor is the Petrine tradition seriously affected 
by the idea that the narratives and sayings assumed 
more or less definite and characteristic "forms." 
There is no reason for doubting that Peter clothed 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See pages 127ff. 
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his reminiscences in the language of the community. 
As has already been stated, Peter was a part of that 
community and an authoritative figure in it. It is 
inconceivable that his own preaching must have 
assumed entirely different characteristics. Nor is 
it necessary to assume that he must have used only 
those forms (Paradigmen, Apophthegmata, Streit-
gespr§che, etc.) which a preacher would employ, but 
none (Spr~che, etc.) which the teacher and none 
I, (Novel len, Legende, etc.) which the story-teller 
would relate. Peter's contacts with the events them-
selves, and his own recollections of the many aspects 
of Jesus' life, could hardly have allowed him to 
restrict himself to the voicing of any one type. As 
one of the most prominent among the eyewitnesses he 
became, undoubtedly, not only preacher, but also 
teacher and story-teller as well. The presence of 
the different types in Mark's gospel indicates 
ll 
simply that the evangelist had seen and beard the 
apostle in more than one role. Altogether, the 
classification of forms admits of no particular 
opposition, but neither does it necessitate the 
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rejection of the Petrine tradition. 
The situation changes, however, whenever it is 
assumed that the hist.orical elements in a given frag-
ment of tradition have necessarily been sacrificed 
freely in the effort to make those fragments conform 
to particular forms. K~hler, especially, objects 
strenuously to this assumption. "The gospel accounts 
as they now stand," he writes, "are not at all dominated 
by the norm of literary forms, as Dibelius argues. 
They are not so dominated because the interest in 
literary f.orm always begins to operate with a given 
tradition, and because • . . , where traditional 
material is subjected ,to the interest in literary 
form, this interest cannot operate with full power 
and freedom since the tradition itself allows such 
an interest to make itself effective only within 
very restricted limits."1 In chapter IV me·ntion was 
made of the exceedingly frank portrayal of Peter and 
of the other disciples in Mark's gospel~ and in 
chapter VIII attention was given to Mark's report 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. K~hler, MPF, p. 615. 
2. See pages l54ff. 
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of certain characteristics of Jesus which the later 
1 
evangelists omit. The community had every reason 
to describe the disciples, and Jesus himself, in 
the best possible light, yet again and again there 
appear thos e features and qualities which can only 
be explained as due to the author's faithful repro-
duction of the original tradition. Clearly the 
thought and tradition of the community did not 
develop without a restraining censorship. It is 
unreasonable to suppose that an interest in forms 
any more than theological thinking would allow 
deviation from historical backgrounde. 2 
When attention is directed to the claim that 
the various elements in the tradition are not 
historically grounded, but were created to meet the 
particular needs of the community, difficulties again 
present themselves. Faecher's insistence that the 
limitations of the formgeschichtliche method do not 
warrant such conclusions has already been mentioned, 
but some further observations are also necessary. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See page 26lf. 
2. See Easton, GBG, p. 117ff. See also chapter 
VIII. 
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Formgeschichte, as Easton points out, can suggest 
what manner of phrasing is conventional, why certain 
wordings are employed, why particular details are 
present or absent, and it can, within limits, suggest 
to what use the material was put; but it cannot 
provide the criteria for making historical judgments. 
"Form-criticism, by its very nature, cannot dist in-
gu1sh between a dialogue artificially built up from 
a striking phrase and a conventional abbreviation 
of a precise record of a conversation in which the 
same phrase appeared. It cannot distinguish between 
a popular legend of a healing and a narrative, told 
in a popular way, of a successful use of psychotherapy. 111 
It may be true ·that some of the units, by their 
dramatic and picturesque character, suggest that 
they grew out of a desire to relate narratives about 
a "revered and beloved Personality, 112 but it does 
not therefore follow that the narratives are, in 
consequence, historically unfounded. Such skepticism 
rests upon the assumption that the religious faith 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ 
1. Easton, GBG, p. 80f. 
2. See Dodd, PTCG, p. 247. 
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of the community first existed and developed without 
reference to the personality of Jesus, and the com-
munity therefore felt obliged to create a description 
of that personality. Such an assumption seems to 
underlie, especially, such a view as that of Bertram, 
who (as previously noted1 ) implies that the members 
of the early Christian Church had a religious experience 
through Jesus without having first a report of the 
life of Jesus. This sort of idea, however, reverses 
the true order of events. It was precisely because 
men knew Jesus, and knew about him, that the religious 
experience was possible. Scott's reminder in this 
connection is most timely: "Faith in him was impossible 
without some clear conception of what he was •••• 
The call to believe in Jesus has no meaning what-
ever until Jesus is ••• presented as a living person-
2 
ali ty. 11 The record which the tradition preserved 
was the earliest Christian message, not merely some-
thing added to it.3 
That the creation of the contents of the gospel 
1. See page 304f. 
2. Scott, VGR, p. 42. 
3. Ibid., p. 44. 
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record cannot be explained simply as the result of 
needs felt by the early Christian community is 
shown by a number of other considerations also. As 
Easton observes, much of the material in Mark's 
gospel does not deal with needs which would have been 
felt in hellenistic Christianity. Such Jewish 
observances as fasting, the keeping of Sabbath 
regulations, and the performing of rites of purifica-
tion were matters of considerable concern in the 
surroundings of Jesus, but they did not constitute 
particular problems in the places where the early 
Church thrived and in the locality where the gospel 
of Mark originated. The accounts of such matters 
thus continued to survive even when they did not 
deal with contemporary needs or problems. Hence, 
to explain them wholly on the basis of such alleged 
needs is to deviate from the facts. 
Easton also has employed another method in 
seeking to determine the influence of community 
thought upon the tradition. He attempts to discover 
what problems and ideas were present in the early 
Christian community but not in the surroundings in 
I, 319 
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which Jesus himself lived, and then to determine 
how greatly these have been read back into the tradi-
tion. After examining quite thoroughly various 
elements in the gospel record, he reaches the following 
conclusion: "Where beliefs of the Synoptic period 
can be distinguished with certainty from the teachings 
of Jesus, we find the former most scantily supported 
by sayings placed in his mouth."1 Apparently the 
tradition is not primarily the product of the Chris-
tian community. 
Such men as Bultmann and Bertram appear to 
proceed under the assumption that we must refuse to 
accept as historically grounded anything in the 
tradition if we can possibly attribute it to the 
Christian community, and if we can relate it to a 
possible desire on the part of the community to 
create it. It may be true that certain elements in 
the tradition have undergone various changes of 
form according to the more or less general laws of 
form-history or form-development. But, as Fascher 
has so convincingly insisted, form itself admits of 
- - - - - - - - - - -
1. Easton, GBG, p. 109. 
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no value judgments concerning the origin of the 
material with which the particular forms deal. 
Instead of working upon the hypothesis that a frag-
ment of tradition cannot be historically grounded 
if it can possibly be ascribed to the ulterior 
motives of the community, 1 it is far more logical 
and reasonable to proceed upon the theory that if a 
fragment of tradition cannot possibly be understood 
as historically grounded then it may have been 
created. Bultmann and Bertram arbitrarily place 
the burden of proof where it does not belong. They 
assume that the historical explanation for a tradi-
tion must be rejected until it can be conclusively 
proved. As a matter of fact, however, the historical 
explanation must take precedence until some other 
explanation can be proved to be superior. 
All of this does not mean that the early Christian 
community was not creative and did not bring about 
- - - .. -
1. Concerning Bultmann's Geschichte der synop-
tischen Tradition Taylor pertinently writes: 
"It would not be unfair to describe the work 
as a study in the cult of the conceivable •• 
The real charge against him is that he is 
kinder to the possibilities than to the 
probabilities of things" {FGT, p. 15). 
• • 
I 
\I 
321 
I 
I~ 
~===============--=· --- ---- ----
development in the form and even in the content of 
its tradition. The very selection and transmission 
of traditional material was a creative activity. 
And the later canonical and apocryphal gospels 
demonstrate conclusively that history was superseded 
sometimes by interpretation and sometimes by fiction. 
As a method, however, Formgeschichte possesses 
limitations which do not allow Judgments concerning 
historical value {Werturteile). Other methods and 
other criteria indicate that the fragments of tradi-
tion brought together in the gospel of Mark are 
relatively trustworthy and authentic. At least 
there is every reason to believe that they rest upon 
historical origins. 
In view of all of these facts~ finally, Form-
geschichte may be said to ·constitute a welcome 
addition to the various methods which help the modern 
student to delve into the problems of Biblical 
criticism. Not unlike the verdict of Fascher1 is 
that which has more recently been expressed by Taylor: 
"Form-Criticism is a key to some of the doors which 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
·1. See page 310f. 
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hide the Gospel tradition in its formative period: 
for other .doors we require other keys."1 When the 
movement is viewed in proper perspective it deserves 
to take its place as one of the valuable and important 
contributions of modern New Testament criticism and 
research. 
Conclusions.- In so far as the limitations of the 
formgeschichtliche method are clearly recognized 
and heeded the results that have been attained· are 
not inconsistent with the Petrine tradition. The 
fact that gospel forms reveal community situations 
in the pre-literary period is to be expected. Peter 
himself faced those situations, and it is inevitable 
that in his preaching he adapted his reminiscences 
to meet them. The various stories to be found in 
the gospel naturally deal with problems of early 
Christian life and thought, and "it was for that 
2 that Peter meant them." The emphasis upon the 
fragmentary character of Mark's gospel is in agreement 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Taylor, FGT, p. 21. 
2. Goodspeed, INT, p. 155. 
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with the criticism of "o:rder" made by Papias and by 
his authority, the presbyter. That definite 11 forms 11 11 I 
developed and circulated in the early Church is not 
a fact which discredits the Petrine tradition, for 
Peter not only must have used these forma, but also 
must have helped to create them. 
Only when it is assumed that the primitive 
interest in forms and the presence of definite needs 
led to the creation of numerous unauthentic accounts 
at the expense of historically-grounded content is 
the Petrine tradition seriously brought into question. 
It has been shown that such an assumption is not 
warranted because of the very nature of the form-
geschichtliche method. A study of forms alone does 
not provide the criteria for the formulation of 
value-judgments or for the discovery of historical 
origins. Literary forms reveal the garb in which 
traditional material has been clothed, but they do 
not provide evidence as to the origin of that material. 
Thus, Formgeschichte has produced results which 
are in accord with the Petrine tradition. Where 
contradictions occur the error lies, not with the 
324 
-~====~====================================================~====== 
325 ~~======================~======~--====-=-=-~-~~~====~~~- --
Petrine tradition, but with some of the champions of 
Formgeschichte. 
-----
CHAPTER X: CONCLUSIONS FOR PART II 
The various theories which threaten to inval-
idate the Petrine tradition have now been investigated. 
As has previously been indicated, none of them dis-
proves the explanation of the gospel's origin which 
has been preserved by Papias and other early Church 
Fathers. Instead, each hypothesis seeks only to 
recommend itself as an explanation that is more 
reasonable and more acceptable than the traditional 
explanation, and thus to invalidate the tradition 
automatically, not by disproving it, but by displacing 
it. 
The claim that the gospel of Mark developed 
gradually as the result of revision and redaction 
has been discussed in chapter VI. In making John 
Mark simply a final editor of an earlier document, 
the Ur-Marcus theories deny the traditional relation-
ship existing between the author and the apostle 
Peter. It is assumed that Mark derived the contents 
of his gospel, not from the apostle, but from the 
Ur-Marcus. The Ur-Marcus hypotheses, however, -
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those based upon a study of the internal evidence 
and also those based upon a comparison of the three 
synoptic gospels, - all fail to secure acceptance. 
They have arisen, in large measure, out of subjective 
rather than objective considerations. The Petrine 
tradition explains the gospel phenomena far more 
satisfactorily than does the idea of earlier recen-
sions or redactions. And the inability of proponents 
to cite a single bit of· historical evidence for the 
existence of such documents renders the theories 
improbable and untenable. 
Hypotheses of numerous sources likewise must 
be rejected. Here again no evidence can be adduced 
to indicate that such sources were known and used. 
And the study of the several sources that have been 
postulated has revealed the lack of any real need 
for assuming their existence and their use by John 
Mark. Only in the case of the Little Apocalypse 
does modern scholarship reach any notable agreement. 
Here only a very few verses (Mk. 13:7-8,14-20,24-27) 
are commonly traced to a previously circulating fly-
leaf. While the theories are not all beyond the 
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scope of possibility, they are utterly lacking in 
probability. 
Much the same has been discovered in the case 
of the claim that Mark's gospel embodies extensive 
interpretative elements. It has been seen that the 
author was not so thoroughly influenced by theological 
or other motives that he seriously altered the 
information which came to him in order to carry out 
his purpose. While certain reflections of Pauline 
influence may be found in the gospel, Mark and Paul 
present ideas differing in too great a degree to 
allow the conclusion that the one was largely and 
directly dependent upon the other. The "Paulinism" 
of Mark's gospel is a "Paulin1sm" that Peter himself 
would have endorsed. 
The conclusions of the Formgeschichte movement 
have just been discussed. In so far as members of 
the school have observed properly the limitations 
of the method, the results obtained have been valuable 
and helpful. New light has been thrown upon numerous 
aspects of situations existing in the primitive 
Christian community. The recognition and classification 
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of forms constitutes a welcome contribution in 
providing the means for tracing the development of 
tradition during the pre-literary period. In pro-
ducing these results Formgeschichte is not hostile 
to the Petrine tradition for the gospel of Mark, 
for Peter must have been a part of that process 
which Formgeschichte describes. 
¥hen all of the above hypotheses are taken 
together, it may be seen that the Petrine tradition 
has not been successfully displaced. The results 
obtained are not such as to require the rejection 
of the early explanation for the origin of the gospel 
of Mark. 
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THE VALIDITY OF THE PETRINE TRADITION 
·I 
CHAPTER XI: THE VALIDITY OF THE PETRINE TRADITION 
Thus far the numerous aspects of the Petrine 
tradition have been considered from an objective and 
unbiased point of view in order that all of the 
evidence might be presented fairly and justly. Now 
that the true situations have been ascertained, how-
ever, definite conclusions may be stated and positive 
assertions made. 
When a tradition is so well attested as is that 
concerning the origin of Mark's gospel, any denial 
of the tradition's validity necessitates the placing 
of the burden of proof upon those who deny it. And 
it must be insisted with absolute confidence that 
the Petrine tradition is thus thoroughly attested. 
Both the early origin of the tradition and the 
universal agreement of the witnesses leave no room 
for doubt. 
Among all of the witnesses to the Petrine tradi-
tion, Papias stands as the most significant. Too 
much emphasis cannot be placed upon his testimony. 
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Not least important is the fact that his report 
reflects a description of gospel origins that is 
traced to a period much earlier than in the case of 
any other gospel tradition. Since he quotes one 
whom he designates as the "presbyter," he indicates 
- --- ---
that the Petrine authority for the gospel was recog-
nized and known before the close of the first century. 
This leaves a period of less than twenty-five years 
during which history is silent with regard to the 
matter. If any tradition deserves acceptance on the 
basis of its early appearance, certainly that which 
relates Peter to Mark must be so received. 
The testimony of Papias is also highly signifi-
cant because it bears the stamp of reliability. It 
is preserved in the writings of Eusebius, an historian 
who was comprehensive and thorough. Often quoting 
his authorities verbatim, he always shows himself 
to be an accurate reporter where his statements may 
be checked and verified. Papias himself was a trust-
worthy writer. He takes pains to state that his 
1nf·ormat1on was learned 11 wi th care" and reproduced 
"with care." He diligently sought out those who 
I 
i 
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possessed first-hand knowledge of gospel beginnings. 
Similarly, the presbyter, from whom Papias received 
considerable enlightenment, was a man who may be 
regarded as authoritative. He was so well known 
that Papias felt it unnecessary to mention even hie 
name. Obviously he was a prominent leader among 
the Christians near the end of the first century, 
and as such was undoubtedly in a position to be well-
informed. A consideration of chronology points to 
the same conclusion. Since he was a well-known 
figure before the close of the first century, 1 the 
presbyter must have been living for considerably 
more than the period of approximately twenty-five 
years that had elapsed since the gospel was written. 
He was thus an immediate witness of reports and 
explanations which were known during that time. Hence, 
both because of his position in the Church and because 
of the period of his life, he must be regarded as 
highly trustworthy. 
Every early writer who discusses the gospel's 
background agrees that it arose in the manner specified 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. See especially p. 48f. 
by Papias. Not a single voice is raised in contra-
diction or even in protest. Papias, Irenaeus, Clement 
of Alexandria, Tertullian, Origen, Eusebius, Epiphanius 
of Constantia, Jerome, and their successors all offer 
unequivocal testimony that Mark composed his gospel 
from material which he had received from Peter, his 
teacher and companion. The document is a record of 
Peter's reminiscences. Even the minor differences 
in detail do not bring the essential content of the 
tradition into question. Although Irenaeus states 
that Mark wrote after the "departure" of Peter and 
Paul while Eusebius suggests that Peter knew the 
document and was "delighted" with it, 1 both are 
certain of the fundamental relationship which existed 
between evangelist and apostle. As a matter of fact, 
differences of insignificant detail actually lend 
support to the tradition by suggesting independent 
sources of information. Had o.ne writer simply relied 
1. It has been seen (pages 58ff.) that Clement 
of Alexandria does not necessarily disagree 
with Irenaeus at this point. Clement says 
only that the gospel had its inception while 
Peter yet lived. He says nothing about the 
actual writing and publication. 
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upon his predecessors, such variations could not 
have occurred. The presence of them offers positive 
proof that the traditional account was too generally 
known and too widely circulated to be confined to a 
single version. 
While slight variations occur, furthermore, the 
basic elements in the tradition were too well estab-
lished to allow ' the development of wishful revision. 
In their desire to secure apostolic authority for 
New Testament documents, the early Church fathers 
might easily have ascribed the second gospel to 
Peter himself, for such a procedure would have involved 
the taking of but a very short step in advance. As 
early as 152 A.D. Justin Martyr referred to Mark's 
gospel as the "Memoirs of Peter. 11 This would have 
been interpreted to make the apostle the actual 
writer of the document had not the tradition been 
too solidly and universally fixed to permit it. 
As has already been stated, a tradition thus 
universally accepted, unanimously reported, and 
reliably grounded cannot readily be disregarded. 
Even if the trouble were not taken to prove it, one 
----- J-
must accept it until it has been disproved. The 
Petrine tradition is so strongly attested that the 
burden of proof rests upon those who would deny it. 
And the previous chapters demonstrate conclusively 
that it has not been disproved. Those critics who 
are most hostile to it, and who propose alternative 
theories of redaction, sources, interpretation, and 
"form," offer, for the most part, no evidence what-
ever which would tend to invalidate it. They do 
not attempt to deny the association of Mark with 
Peter. Nor do they strive seriously to show that 
elements in the gospel could not have been derived 
from the apostle's preaching. They simply present 
their own hypotheses in as attractive a manner as 
possible, apparently with the hope that the light 
. 
afforded by the Petrine tradition will be shadowed 
by the ingeniousness of their own proposals. More 
will be said presently concerning a final evaluation 
of these theories. It may be stated now, 'however, 
that even if any one of them could boast of supporting 
evidence, aside from primitive external testimony, 
equal to that which the Petrine tradition can claim, 
=========F==========================~-
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still the modern student must cast his vote in favor 
of the Petrine tradition; for, all else being equal, 
the primitive external testimony is an extremely 
important factor, and without exception points 
definitely in that direction. 
As a matter of fact, however, no alternative 
theory is able to provide an array of supporting 
evidence that is at all comparable to the total mass 
of evidence which undergirds the Petrine tradition. 
At every point the indications are overwhelmingly 
in favor of the traditional explanation. No rep-
utable scholar at the present time, first of all, 
dares to announce that Mark was dependent upon any 
other known gospel. The priority of Mark is one of 
the axioms of New Testament criticism concerning 
which there is almost universal agreement. It is 
absolutely impossible to contend, from this point of 
view, that the author does not present an original 
and primitive report of the gospel story. Hie account 
provides the earliest example of this type of writing. 
This fact alone is highly important. Until those 
who advocate the extensive use of sources can offer 
some positive proof that such sources actually existed, 
I 
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the priority of the second gospel must be recognized 
as supporting the presbyter's pronouncement regarding 
the originality of the document. But as has been 
observed, the proposed theories of sources offer no 
such proof. Taken alone they may be admitted to 
constitute possible explanations for various features 
in the gospel. At best, however, they are possibilities, 
and nothing more. The element of probability is 
wholly lacking. Since they fail to provide any indica-
tion whatever1 that written sources existed, and since 
the presbyter's explanation is thoroughly logical and 
reasonable, the very fact of Mark's priority bespeaks 
very strongly indeed the accuracy of the Petrine tradi-
tion. 
The additional fact that Mark's gospel originated 
during the precise time which the tradition specifies 
cannot easily be disregarded. The presbyter, through 
Papias, implies that Mark wrote shortly after Peter's 
death, for it is stated that the evangelist "had 
been" the latter's interpreter. Irenaeus specifically 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Even the existence of a source for the apocalyp-
ticism of Mk. 13:7-8,14-20,24-27 has not 
actually been proved. 
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places the composition "after the departure" ( Le. 
the death) of Peter. Clement of Alexandria states, 
it is true, that Peter knew of Mark's undertaking, 
but, as clearly shown, he does not say that the 
actual writing occurred until a short time later. 
Eusebius is the first to suggest that the gospel 
appeared while Peter yet lived, and since this 
suggestion occurs in his free rendering of Clement's 
testimony, it is obvious that his belief is nothing 
more than a supposition due to his interpretation of 
Clement's words. The majority of witnesses definitely 
indicate a date shortly after Peter's martyrdom. It 
can scarcely be mere coincidence that the majority 
of present-day scholars have arrived at an identical 
date on wholly independent grounds. While a very 
early date (c. 4o A.D.) has been urged, particularly 
by Torrey and Holmes, the proposal has not met with 
general acceptance, for the silence of other docu-
ments, and the failure of the early Church to report 
it when there was every reason to do so, speak con-
vincingly against it. A date in the neighborhood of 
70 A.D. is advocated by McNeile, Rawlinson, Zahn, 
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Branscomb, Bacon, Case, Goodspeed, and others. vrhether 
the gospel was produced immediately before or immedi-
ately after the fall of Jerusalem in that year is 
comparatively insignificant in so far as the present 
problem is concerned. The important fact is that 
the internal evidence leads to the establishing of 
a date shortly after the time of Peter's "departure," 
precisely as the witnesses to the Petrine tradition 
testify. 
In the discussion of authorship it has been 
demonstrated that John Mark of Jerusalem was certainly 
the writer of the second gospel. The idea of anonymous 
or pseudonymous authorship is entirely unsupported. 
The gospel itself discloses the fact that its composer 
was just such a man as Mark. He was a Jew who was 
also more than a Jew, for he was familiar with the 
outside Gentile world. He was acquainted with the 
geographical, political, social, and religious condi-
tions in Palestine, especially those existing in the 
vicinity of Jerusalem. The revealed description 
agrees perfectly with all that is known of John Mark. 
The Markan authorship is further attested by 
I 
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implications which appear in Acts, where special 
interest seems to be taken in Mark and where he is 
introduced as a person already known because of his 
own accomplishments. 
Wnile it might be possible for the tradition 
to be accurate in its designation of the author but 
to err in relating his composition to the apostle, 
the facts prohibit such a conclusion. It must be 
noted that there is not one tradition naming the 
writer, and another tradition suggesting Petrine 
authority for the gospel. Both factors are regularly 
and consistently combined. The presbyter, Papias, 
Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, Origen, 
Eusebius, Epiphanius of Constantia, and Jerome all 
indicate that the idea of Petrine authority and 
Markan authorship constituted a single and persistent 
tradition. There was not at first the recognition 
of Mark's authorship, and only later the re.port of 
Peter's influence. The Petrine influence from the 
beginning was recognized and reported. It constituted 
an original and integral part of the tradition. As 
such it must be just as authentic and just as reliable 
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as the designation of the writer's name. The tradi-
tion is fully verified in so far as authorship is 
concerned. The testimony concerning Peter's influence 
is just as early and just as well attested. In fact, 
the one cannot be separated from the other. In 
this way the acceptance of Markan authorship prac-
tically requires the acceptance of the Petrine 
tradition. 
The demonstration that Mark's ospel first ap-
peared in Greek form provides further evidence of 
the tradition's validity. The evan elist, writing 
in that language, was thus very definitely Peter's 
"interpreter," as Papias testifies. He reproduced 
the content of the apostle's reminiscences and 
preaching in such a way that the Gentiles could read 
and understand. That the Greek was undoubtedly the 
original language of the gospel has been shown. The 
alleged Aramaic coloring is not the result of trans-
lation from an Aramaic document, but is far more 
satisfactorily explained as the result of the author's 
own familiarity with that language. Since he was 
dealing with Aramaic material (Peter's), and since 
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Aramaic was his mother tongue, it is only natural 
that certain thought-forms and idiomatic expressions 
should be carried over into the Greek. The presence 
of numerous Aramaic words along side of the Greek 
equivalents is especially noteworthy, for a translator 
would have no reason to retain such Aramaic expressions. 
The originality of language, and the use, by Matthew 
and Luke, of a document practically identical with 
the second canonical gospel, are facts which carry 
much weight. Papias has been shown to be correct 
in his assertion that Mark was Peter's 11 interpreter, 11 
especially for the Christians of Rome; the presence 
of such an "interpreter" is required in order to 
serve as the connecting link between the Aramaic 
discourses of Peter and the Greek gospel that was 
heard and read by the Christian community at Rome. 
The traditional testimony which places the 
gospel's composition at Rome has been completely 
vindicated. Only that locality meets the many con-
ditions which the document itself reflects. The 
occurrence of Latinisms, the explanatory comments 
regarding Jewish expressions, ideas, and customs, 
I 
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the universal outlook, the suggestion of circum-
stances also discussed in Romans, and a number of 
other features leave no valid grounds for doubting 
Roman prove?ance. Papias, it is true, fails to 
mention the scene of the gospel's appearance·, but 
Bacon urges that he must have done so in statements 
no longer extant. Irenaeus seems to assume Roman 
provenance. Clement of Alexandria and those who 
follow him either specifically state or clearly imply 
the same. The tradition at this point is thus ac-
curate and true. It ~s here, as in other considera-
tions, shown to be grounded upon actual circumstance 
and historical fact. 
The examination of the contents of Mark's 
gospel reveals features which cannot fail to impress 
the reader as establishing the validity of the Petrine 
tradition. The general style and arrangement of 
material coincides perfectly with the traditional 
explanation of the gospel's origin. When advocates 
of Ur-Marcus hypotheses, theories of sources, and 
Formgeschichte point to apparently artificial 
references to time and place and to other connective 
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elements as lending support to their own proposals, 
they are supporting, in reality, the Petrine tradi-
tion. "Connective tissue" may indeed be present 
where earlier sources or certain literary forms 
have simply been brought together by an editor. It 
is just as true that such features must inevitably 
appear where an author has attempted to compose a 
gospel out of isolated narratives and sayings which 
he had gleaned from another's preaching. Theories 
of sources, Formgeschichte, and the Petrine tradition 
all offer possible explanations for the connective 
elements. But the Petrine tradition provides the 
only explanation that meets external and internal 
conditions alike. Formgeschichte, particularly, has 
proved that the document is precisely what Papias 
claimed it to be, namely, a compilation of narratives 
and sayings which bad been heard as isolated fragments 
and which therefore lacked a complete and thoroughly-
progressive "order." Proponents of the various 
alternative theories may interpret the facts in 
different ways; but in their emphasis upon the "con-
nective tissue," and in the consequent stress upon 
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the fragmentary character of the gospel, they demon-
strate that Papias and his informant were fully 
acquainted with the facts and were therefore in a 
position to speak with the highest authority. 
The study of the definite and concrete elements 
in the gospel has also demonstrated the validity of 
the tradition by indicating numerous evidences of 
direct Petrine influence. In the second gospel Peter 
is the chief and dominating disciple. Other evan-
gelists, it is true, indicate the prominence of Peter 
also, but it is Mark who first establishes this 
position for him. While any gospel must necessarily 
adopt a similar attitude, this writer's presentation 
is strongly suggestive of a special interest in and 
a special regard for Peter. The fact that the weaker 
qualities of the apostle are portrayed frankly and 
boldly by no means shows that the author had no special 
concern for him. Exactly opposite conclusions must 
be drawn. Writing at a time when all the apostles 
were honored and revered figures in the early Church, 
Mark would obviously have presented a far nobler 
picture of his teacher and companion had there not 
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existed a specific reason which prevented him from 
doing so. The most logical explanation is that Peter 
himself, tempered and humbled by moving experiences, 
wished the entire truth to be reported candidly and 
honestly. In his preaching he had sought to declare 
that the power of the new faith was a renewing and 
vitalizing agency which could transform others as it 
had changed him. It was because Peter stood in close 
relationship to the evangelist that he appears in this 
light. 
Even more conclusive evidences of Petrine influence 
are to be found. There are many passages in the gos-
pel which indicate direct dependence upon an eyewitness 
of the incidents described. The vividness of many 
words and phrases, numerous details of place, time, 
and numbers, incidental statements suggesting the 
reactions of the crowds and of the disciples, the use 
of direct forms of discourse, the preservation of 
Aramaic words and phrases uttered by Jesus, the 
reasonableness of the general outline of Jesus' 
ministry, the telling of the stories from the point 
of view of a companion, the predominance of narrative 
I 
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material, the unstudied and straightforward manner 
of presentation, the frequent references to the more 
particularly human characteristics of Jesus, and the 
report of incidents at which only Peter, James, and 
John were present with Jesus, - all of these features 
demonstrate convincingly that the author stood closely 
beside one who himself had been an observer and a 
participant. It has been shown that Peter, and Peter 
alone, meets all of these conditions. The eyewitness 
could have been no other disciple or apostle. In 
contrast to the scant indications of Pauline or other 
influences, the great mass of evidence for direct 
Petrine influence thus provides ·a bulwark o~ support 
for the Petrine tradition that survives all attacks. 
All of this is reinforced by the fact that Peter 
and Mark were actually associated as the tradition 
states. In Jerusalem Mark's home was a place where 
the apostle frequently remained and where the early 
Christians were accustomed to congregate. Further-
more, every consideration- traditional, archaeological, 
and liturgical - produces positive proof that the two 
resided. and labored together in the city of Rome. 
l' 
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Both in Jerusalem and in Rome the evangelist had 
abundant opportunity to hear the apostle's preaching; 
and there is every reason to believe that in the 
latter locality Mark was indeed Peter's disciple and 
"interpreter." 
When all of the facts are massed together, the 
evidence is overwhelming and convincing. Taken alone, 
perhaps, some of the disclosed circumstances may be 
regarded as the result of coincidence. It might be 
claimed to be mere coincidence, for example, that 
scholarship has established a date for Mark's gospel 
which coincides with the date traditionally specified. 
But when every consideration, without exception, 
reveals agreement at every conceivable point, the 
charge of coincidence becomes meaningless and futile. 
Independent research has produced conclusions which 
agree with the Petrine tradition as to priority, date, 
authorship, original language, provenance, 11 order" in 
the gospel, Petrine influence in the gospel, and 
Roman residence for both evangelist and apostle. Only 
a total disregard of reason and intelligence will 
permit the claim that all of these agreements constitute I' 
'I I 
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one great comprehensive coincidence. When there is 
such complete harmony at every point the only logical 
procedure is to recognize that the traditional expiana-
tion arose because it was true and because it was 
grounded in historical fact. 
It is because of the validity of the Petrine 
tradition that the gospel of Mark became the very core 
of the later synoptic gospels and in large measure 
influenced their writers. Of the "many" narratives 
which existed during the latter part of the first 
century it was Mark's which was regarded as so highly 
authoritative that its material was reproduced almost 
in its entirety by Matthew and Luke. Such could have 
taken place only when there was known to have stood 
behind it a personality whose authenticating influence 
could not be questioned. That personality was the 
apostle Peter. 
It is also because of ~he validity of the tradi-
tion that Mark's gospel has survived as a part of the 
New Testament canon. Less perfect in form and style 
than the other gospels, omitting considerable material 
which they include, and lacking an apostolic name, this 
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document, for all practical purposes and usages, was 
obviously less useful and desirable. Yet in spite 
of these circumstances it was preserved, undoubtedly 
because it was known to represent the reminiscences 
of no less a figure than Peter. 
The alternative theories that have been proposed 
lack any such authenticating support. It has been 
shown that Ur-Marcus hypotheses cannot displace the 
Petrine tradition. Those based upon internal evidence, 
proposed particularly by Wendling and Crum, must be 
rejected. They involve a much too rigid conception 
of the development of primitive Christianity, and a 
too narrow limitation of the characteristics which a 
single editor or writer might reveal. Moreover, by 
their striking disagreement in assigning particular 
gospel passages to earlier and later redactors and 
editors, they demonstrate that the material itself 
does not indicate so clearly as has been claimed the 
precise circumstances out of which it originated. The 
criteria employed by proponents of the theories are 
obviously highly subjective. 
Ur-Marcus hypotheses based upon a comparison 
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of the three synoptic gospels likewise do not merit 
general acceptance. Luke's omission of Markan 
material (especially Mk. 6:45 - 8:26) need not be due 
to the absence of that material in the form of Mark 
which the third evangelist used. Other explanations 
are fully as credible. Luke may have possessed a 
mutilated copy of the second gospel; the passages 
may have been omitted by accident; the omission may 
have been intentional, either for the purpose of con-
serving space, or because Luke did not consider the 
material to be of sufficient interest, or because of 
still other reasons. Without insisting upon any one 
of these explana~ions, the very fact that they are 
reasonable, and that they have been supported by 
reputable scholars, indicates that the explanation 
based upon an Ur-Marcus is wholly unnecessary. The 
theories are further brought into question by the unity 
of style and language which the gospel manifests. The 
agreements of Matthew and Luke against Mark may also 
be accounted for in other ways. Some are "irrelevant, 11 
some are "deceptive," and some are due to a corruption 
of the text. 
i. 
Altogether, Ur-Marcus theories are unnecessary, 
and do not receive universal approval. The interpola-
tions in Mark that may be insisted upon are comparatively 
insignificant, and do not affect seriously the Petrine 
tradition. 
Theories of several sources, offered by Bacon, 
Meyer, Cadoux, Branscomb, and others, likewise have 
not succeeded in displacing the traditional account 
of Mark's origin. The claim that Mark used such a 
document as Q rests upon the false assumption that 
Q "had a monopoly" on many of the sayings of Jesus; 
it also raises the serious question as to why Mark 
used so small an amount of Q material when much of 
it was highly suited to his purpose. The postulation 
of a special source lying behind parts of the Little 
Apocalypse (Mk. 13) is somewhat more credible. It 
is impossible to deny with finality that Mark may 
simply have compiled, in his own way, certain Petrine 
reports of authentic sayings uttered by Jesus. But 
the weight of critical opinion seems to allow the 
probability of a written source for Mark 13:7-8,14-20, 
24-27. The "doublets" of Mark 6:30- 8:26 do not 
353 
require the recognition of special sources; they may 
be explained as well on other grounds. The conflict-
sections of Mark 2:1 - 3:6 and of Mark 12, and the 
parables of Mark 4:1-34, are thoroughly intelligible 
as constituting groups of sayings which Mark himself 
brought together. The story of the Passion surpasses 
the rest of the gospel in vividness of portrayal and 
in abundance of detail, ·not because a separate source 
has been incorporated at this point, but rather because 
of the author's personal familiarity with the scenes 
depicted. 
Thus, except for the possibility of an underlying 
source for parts of the Little Apocalypse, the 
theories of several sources are not supported by 
evidence of a convincing nature. To admit that some 
thirteen verses (Mk. 13:7-8,14-20,24-27) may have 
originated in an earlier apocalyptic fly-leaf does 
not seriously affect the essential validity of the 
Petrine tradition. 
The idea that the gospel of Mark is highly 
interpretative in character lacks sufficient evidence 
for proof. T~e author undoubtedly held particular 
354 
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theological beliefs, and clearly be was motivated 
by "religious" and missionary aims, but no single 
purpose was so dominant that be must have sacrificed 
in its behalf the tradition which came to him. What-
ever elements appear to reflect the influence of a 
theological, "religious, 11 or missionary aim may 
reasonably be traced to Peter himself, for that 
apostle was an integral part of the early Christian 
movement, and, in fact, must have helped to provide 
the impetus for many of the later developments which 
occurred. 
Nor have chargee of significant Pauline influence 
been sustained. Instead, Mark and Paul reveal con-
trasts which are even greater than might be expected. 
Whatever interpretation occurs is interpretation to 
which Peter himself would subscribe. Ideas concerning 
the messiahship of Jesus and his power over the lives 
of men were not unapostolic and therefore non-Petrine. 
While Paul and his successors took up these and other 
views and developed them steadily, the initial impetus 
was supplied by Peter and the other apostles. These 
men, also, could not have failed to advance in their 
----- ~------- ~--
own thinking. It must be remembered that only a 
very few years elapsed between the death of Peter 
and the composition of the second gospel. Peter 
lived almost until the time when Mark wrote. He 
himself interpreted the fa~ts which he remembered. 
There is practically nothing in Mark's gospel that 
could not have come from him. 
When Taylor characterizes Formgeschichte as 
"the child of disappointment," he suggests the 
futility of attempts to formulate theories which 
are at variance with the Petrina tradition. Form-
geschichte, as a method, has arisen because other 
movements have failed. Formgeschichte itself is a 
"disappointment" when its champions have passed 
beyond the true limitations of the method and have 
endeavored to impose their own judgments of value 
upon the contents of the gospels. When the limita-
tions are properly observed, however, the new move-
ment supplies contributions which other theories have 
failed to provide, and thus it becomes a most welcome 
addition to the various methods of approach to New 
Testament problems. It is extremely important to note 
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that the valid conclusions which have been reached 
are not inconsistent with the Petrine· tradition. 
Peter undoubtedly used, and in all probability actually 
helped to develop, certain literary forms. Their 
presence in the gospel indicates simply that they 
came to Mark through the medium of hie preaching. 
The formgeschichtliche Methode receives justifiable 
recognition, and promises to attain yet greater 
prominence, because, in its proper use, it does not 
attempt to discount or to displace the Petrine tradi-
tion, but rather helps to clarify it. 
Thus, the various movements in New Testament 
research which are intended to disqualify the Petrine 
tradition fail to attain that end. On the one hand, 
all of the theories which have been brought forward 
are purely hypothetical. They have no traditional 
support. Hence they may be characterized as the 
creations of minds which have been seeking for new 
explanations and hypotheses. In the second place, 
they do not disprove the Petrine tradition. The most 
that they can do is to displace it. The great mass 
of cumulative evidence in support of the traditional 
l 
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explanation remains undenied. Finally, although some 
of the proposals cannot positively be designated as 
impossible or as false, on the other hand they are 
less satisfactory than the traditional account, and 
they are far less convincingly supported. Certainly 
it is not reasonable to displace ! universally-attested 
and satisfactorily-supported tradition EY an ~­
thetical theory !hich 1! not at all attested £I the 
early Church and which is less satisfactorily supported. 
In this way the final verdict becomes clear. In 
the words of Hopwood, the various alternative hypotheses 
11 have not materially affected the probability that 
in Mark's Gospel we have a copy of the original auto-
graph, based on notes of Peter's preaching. This 
Gospel, with its naive style, the non-literary 
character of the language, its series of anecdotes, 
its lack of systematic teaching, its 'electric' 
atmosphere, and its freedom from the influence of 
later interpretations, is cast in a primitive mould."1 
Mark's gospel appears, indeed, to be a document which 
reproduces the content of Peter's reminiscences and 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Hopwood, REPC, p. 12. 
I 
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preaching. A modern description for its title-page 
1 
may truly be given as follows: 
MY YEAR WITH THE LORD JESUS2 
The Reminiscences of Peter, His Chief Apostle 
Reported and Translated 
by 
His Dragoman, John Mark 
for 
The Christians in Rome 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1. Given in Major, MMJ, p. 12. 
2. The question concerning the duration of Jesus• 
ministry does not constitute a part of the 
present problem. 
I 
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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 
According to Papias and other writers of the early 
Christian Church, the gospel of Mark embodies the reminis-
cences of the apostle Peter; Mark, the apostle's hearer 
and "interpreter," has preserved in his gospel the content 
of the latter's preaching. This "Petrine tradition" is now 
brought into question by movements which have produced 
alternative theories concerning the gospel's origin, -
theories of revision and redaction, theories of sources, 
theories of interpretation in the gospel, and theories re-
sulting from the use of the formgeschichtliche method. Does 
the traditional explanation stand or fall before the pro-
posed hypotheses? In order to arrive at a satisfactory 
verdict, there must be made a thorough and comprehensive 
examination of all the evidence which has any bearing upon 
the matter. 
Part I: Primary EVidence 
The Petrine tradition is attested by the earliest 
descriptions of gospel origins. Papias (c. 135- 150 A.D.), 
quoting as his authority one whom he calls the "presbyter," 
designates Mark as Peter's "interpreter, 11 and adds that the 
evangelist "wrote down accurately, though not in order," all 
that he remembered of Peter's reminiscences concerning the 
words and deeds of Jesus. The presbyter, active during the 
closing years of the first century, occupied a prominent 
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position in the early Church, and must be regarded as a 
trustworthy source of information. The transmission of the 
testimony through Papias and Eusebius must also be recog-
nized as essentially accurate and reliable. 
The tradition receives the unanimous support of writers 
who succeed Papias. Possibly Justin Martyr and the 11 
Muratorian fragment, and, very definitely, Irenaeus, Clement 
of Alexandria, Tertullian, Origen, Eusebius, Epiphanius of 
Constantia, and Jerome all offer positive testimony. These 
witnesses designate Rome as the scene of Mark's association 
with Peter and as the place where the gospel was composed. 
Some of the minor variations in the testimony suggest in-
dependent (and therefore all the more significant) sources 
of information. No traditions contrary to the Petrine 
tradition are to be found. 
The priority of Mark's gospel indicates that the author 
was not dependent upon other evangelists. The date of the 
gospel (c. 70 A.D.) is in accord with the claim that Mark 
wrote soon after Peter's death. The traditional authorship 
must be accepted, for the information which the writer 
reveals concerning himself and concerning his knowledge of 
Palestinian conditions is in complete agreement with all 
that is known with regard to John Mark of Jerusalem. The 
original language of the gospel was probably Greek, as is 
suggested by the originality of style and by the fact that 
the later synoptists employed a document similar to the 
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extant Greek version; the Aramaic coloring to be found is 
due, not to translation, but to the author's Palestinian 
background. The fact that the gospel was written in Greek 
harmonizes with the claim of Roman provenance and with the 
identification of the author as Peter's 11 interpreter. n 
The traditional Roman provenance is also supported by 
further evidence: some such place of origin is necessary 
to account for the gospel's survival and to explain the 
presence of much material reflecting the Roman conditions 
and points of view. Paul's letters, and also incidental 
references in other documents, likewise suggest Rome as 
the scene of Mark's activity. 
The gospel's apostolic authority is attested by the 
position accorded it in the early Church and by the use 
made of it by the later evangelists. The present canonical 
gospel is undoubtedly the document named by Papias and by 
the other witnesses to the Petrine tradition; Papias' 
critic ism of 11 order 11 need not be thought to const 1 tute an 
objection to Mark's general outline of the ministry of Jesus~ 
but may well refer to the fragmentary character of the 
writing. 
Peter and John Mark were closely assoc1ated 1n Jeru-
salem. Both, also, were in Rome not long before the gospel 
was composed. Peter's Roman residence is indicated by a 
unanimous tradition and by facts revealed througb liturgical 
and archaeological invest1gat1on. Ev1dences of Petr1ne 
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influence in the gospel are numerous. Many features must 
be traced to the reminiscences of an eyewitness and com-
panion: the frank portrayal of Peter's character, details 
of place, time, number, and movement, the use of the direct 
form of discourse, the retention of Aramaic words and 
phrases, the apparently reliable outline of Jesus' ministry, 
the particular int~rest in narrative material, the report 
of events at which only Peter, James, and John were present 
II 
with Jesus, the general naive and primitive features, and 
numerous other considerations. 
While no single part of the evidence may be said to 
be conclusive, yet the total results are highly convincing. 
When it is observed that the Petrine tradition was univers-
ally accepted in the early Church, that no difficulties are 
raised by questions of time or place, but instead, that 
every consideration is in harmony with it, one must conclude 
that the tradition constitutes a reasonable, plausible, and 
highly probable explanation for the origin of Mark's gospel. 
Part II: Secondary Evidence 
Movements in New Testament criticism have produced 
numerous theories of redaction, compilation, interpretation, 
and Formgeschichte. None of these, it is true, disproves 
the traditional explanation of the origin of the gospel of 
Mark. Instead, each hypothesis seeks only to recommend 
itself as an explanation that is more reasonable and more 
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acceptable than the traditional account. They threaten 
to invalidate the Petrine tradition, not by disproving it, 
but by displacing it. 
Theories of an Ur-Marcus may be considered first. 
These are of two types, those based upon internal evidence 
and those based upon a comparison of the three synoptic 
gospels. The former (as advocated by such men as Wendling, 
Crum, and Moffatt) must be rejected because they rest upon 
unjustifiable presuppositions concerning primitive Chris-
tianity and its development, and because the criteria em-
ployed in distinguishing the various (alleged) stages of 
development are too highly subjective. The latter (as pro-
posed by illiams, Goguel, ade, and Bussmann), emphasizing 
the Lucan omissions and the agreements of Matthew and Luke 
against Mark, must also be cast aside, for other explana-
tions for these phenomena are more satisfactory than the 
explanations which the Ur-Marcus theories provide. 
Theories of several sources have been offered by Bacon, 
Eduard Meyer, Cadoux, Branscomb, Grant, Wade, Taylor, 
Redlich, and Goguel. These include the suggestions that the 
evangelist employed the document Q, an apocalyptic fly-leaf, I 
sources for the "doublets" of Mark 6:30 - 8:26, a collection 
of controversial sayings, a collection of parables, and an 
earlier version of the Passion. It is not necessary to 
postulate Mark's use of these sources, however, in order to 
explain the content of his gospel. Similarities to Q 
-
I 
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material do not prove dependence upon that document. 
Doublets may be accounted for on the basis of oral material. 
Collections of sayings may have been grouped together by 
Mark as well as by an earlier editor. Critical opinion is 
more favorable to the idea that an apocalyptic fly-leaf may 
underlie Mark 13:7-8,14-20,24-27. 
Mark's gospel is not highly interpretative. Although 
his purpose in writing undoubtedly included theological, 
religious, and missionary aims, yet his work cannot have 
been motivated by only one of these considerations; no one 
of these objects can explain or account for all of the 
material which the gospel includes. Hence there is no 
evidence that Mark sacrificed traditional material for the 
sake of his own set purpose. Mark is not a Pauline gospel, 
for at many points Mark and Paul are not in agreement. 
Whatever Pauline influence may be detected does not indicate I 
direct dependence upon Paul, but rather the more general 
dependence of the entire early Church (and of Peter himself) 
upon Paul. If Mark's gospel reflects "Paulinism" in any 
degree, it is a "Paulinism" such as Peter also would have 
endorsed. 
Formgeschichte has made valuable contributions to New 
Testament research, but it has not discredited the Petrine 
tradition. Peter could scarcely have failed to employ the 
forms of the type which the formgeschichtliche school has 
distinguished; nor could his preaching have failed to 
I 
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reflect the various situations which existed in the 
primitive Christian community. Formgeschichte threatens 
the Petrine tradition only as negative judgments of origins 
and historicity are made, but in making such judgments the 
proponents of the movement pass beyond the proper limits of 
the formgeschichtliche Methode. When the proper limita-
tions of the movement are recognized and observed, Form-
geschichte in no way stands opposed to the Petrine tradition 
The Validity of the Petrine Tradition 
fuen the results of the study of the problem's 
numerous aspects are taken together, the cumulative effect 
is thoroughly convincing. At no point has the Petrine 
tradition been disproved. Instead, every consideration 
produces possibilities and probabilities that are in com-
plete harmony with it. Alternative theories which have 
been proposed are purely hypothetical. They have no 
traditional support whatever. Nor do they disprove the 
Petrine hypothesis. As matters now stand in the field of 
New Testament research, the Petrine tradition must be 
accepted as a valid explanation for the origin of Mark's 
gospel. 
I 
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